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FOREWORD

The-,Southern Education Foundation presents .here 4 paper

that was prepared for the conference
u
0 ty Of AcceSs

in PostsScondary Education. This Copference Wabeld

.
in, Atlanta on July 17,r18, and 19, 1975, Was jointly sponsored

by SCE' and the Ford Foundation:' The paper is reproduced here

from the original manuscript" and has not been,edited by SEF.

O

This the final paper relating to the above eefetenced

)
conference to be published by SEF. The'Toundation printed

and distributed Dr. Alexander Astin's,paper, ''Myth of Equal

Access in Public,Hiher Education," and Dr.-James E. BlackWell's

paper., "Access of .51ack Students to Graduate 'and Rrofession4

School's.' " Additionally; a s mmary of the conference.by

John Egerton was published un er the title"Eguarity of Access'

in Postsecondary. &cation."

Copies o the Egerton reportar available from SEF,Withou't

cost. This report and the other

cost of $2.00, each.

paperSare aVailable at .;"a

So Education:FoundatiOn
811 Cypress Street, N. E.
Atlanta, Georgia/30308
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INTRODUCTION

Financial barriers to equal higher,eduCatioh opportunity, for blacks --

like tother barriers to' access remain both Complex and formidable.

1n the late 60's and early 70's,upper and middle class Americans Were

approaching universal college.access.for their, children; the nation seemed

then to be ready to begin publicly subsidizing a-more equal participation by
o

low-income students. Dut the huge tax burden of extended overseas involvement,

coupled with- inflation, recession and the ever rising costs of education slowed

hat momentum was achieved.' As the statistics :in this monograph make,

a combinatlon of racial and income discrimination still strongly chaNc-
k

the nation, and in the South.
0

The Southern Education Foundation has for several'years.concentrated

terizeS access to' higher eduCation". in

speciallattentionon this problem; and in.july, 1975, convened jointly with

the Ford.Foundation a Confeience on Equality of recess in Postsecondary

Education.

A full-day of that'ConferenCe was devoted to an examination -of the issue

of financing postsecondary education tram the Point Of view Of lqw-income and

minority students in SOuthern states. The papers and information. which follOw
.

in) his monograph were prepares for that meeting. They stimulated additional'

discussion which is not reported here, but' which is.refl cted in the recommenda-

tions frOmthe Conference which have been published separately by the SOuthern

Education Foundation.

The matter of equal opportunityis the 'primary educational finance issue

of the decade; its. resolution will not result ffom reliance on.private means

or the supply and demand of the marketplace, Public policies, at the federal

level and especially at the §t,te level, hold the key to this central iternof



unfinished public businesS. Therefore the papers and research commissioned for

theCon rence focus on the major current debates of.publia policy: What is

the proper relationship of tuition levels and student aid to bring us closer to,

equal opportunity? What is.the proper balance of federal and state support of

N.
hi her education to accomplish this goal?

Southern states, whereso-many dents live and which.are at last

under judiOial mandate to erase the residual effects of historically. segregated

systems of higher education, hae both opportunity and obligation to take the

lead in a more just and equitable distribution of educational services. The

purpose of this monograph is to help Southern citizens and policy makers to

understand the facts and the issues, and so to,become more effective in removing

4 '

the firiancial barriers- to equal higher education opportunity.
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THE PROBLEM: RACE AND CLASS IgieQUITIES'

The Conference Report, previously published,;summarized so e of-the major -

finding4 of the,gtatistical data gathered for the meeting as follows:_

The nroProtion cks among colilege age ,persons in .the United States is

12 percent but, blacks represent only 7 or 8-:percent of the college'population..

7Of all American youths 18 to 21 year old in 1973, one-third of"the whites but

only one-fifth of, the blacks were,enrolIed in-college.

2. The percentage of blacks e tering college as full-time freshmen declined

from 8.7 percent of the total freshman class in 1972 to 7.4 percent in 1974.,

1. The-prndrlion of blacks in the college7age population in the South is,
- ,

almost 2011ercent, bUt the` l9zgIe ri011ment of .,fr shmen in those state was only
. .

l'''
(

14 percent, and in previously segrAgated.white i stitutions, blacks made up only
.

5.4 percent of the freshman class.

4. In' the' United States as a whole, more black students attended formerly all

white colleges and universities Historically black institutions: In. .the.

South, 'the opposite is true: the ublie black colleges,enroll almost twice as

many lacWas the public white ones? and there, are more than si times as many

blacks dents i privaEe black institutions as there are in pr ate white ones.

4
5. ,Southern 's are generally behind .the national average ,ir the percentage.,

of their young peop e graduating from high schodl,and in the percentage of

,*

their high.school gr sauates who attend collee. Almost77 pe cent of the nation's/

g

ninth-graders in the fall of 1969 gradu edProm high school in 1973;.in the -----

South, the highest comp4rable percentage was in Virginia.(74.6) and the 1.west
.



wa's in MississipOi (56.2). Of all the nation's'18-to,-24-year-olds in 1972,H

more than 36 percent*ere enrolled in college, while in the South, no st /tee had

as much as one-third of its college age population in school.

6.: Between 158 and 1973, the cost of attending a public ooliege creased by

87:percent.- Currently-, typical costs of attending college in th §outh.range .

from 20 and 25-,pe,uent of the region's median family income lev A family

With.two children is said to need an ann al income of at least $121000 to be
.

able reasonably to afford postsecohdary education for One of those children,

Yet only one-third of all students in Southern,colleges cothe from-families with

that much income.-

o

7. 'Poor families across the ationenroil their' children in college at, a mucli

lower rate than do wealthier amilies, and their ability to dff.so ha§ no

increased in recent years in pite of expressed national Commitment to equal\

opportunity. From the famil Ancome bracket of $5,000.a year or less, only about

one in every seven'18-to-24- ear-olds attended college in 1974; at the same time,-'

more than half of the colle e-age members of families earning $15,000 or more

were enrolled. Furthermor4 a smaller percentage from the lowest income gioup

was in college in 1973 tha in 1967.
o.

Lot~-income students are far more likely to attend less expensive two-year

colleges than wealthier

undergraduate degree.

students, and they are far less likely to_completean

Southern states, where the median,income of black fatilies' is only

sightly more than half as high as that of white families, and where three)

times as many black families as white are below thepoverty level, blaq

stUdents face a double barrier. Not only do they carry the burden of inequities

a.

affecting "the poor., but also at every income level more whites than blacks

10



attend college.

Thus the cbmbined effect of income levels and student ald policies continues.
,

.to.reinforce the proportionately lOw enrollment of blacks in 'higher education

.,institutions. White families are more than three tiMes,as" likely as black fami-
-

lies .to have incomes over $15,000 -- a group Which enrolls its children in col- -

lege 4 and one-half times more frequently than the poorest families-. Black

studepts'entering 'college in 1971 were twice as likely (40 percent) as nonblacks

(18 percent) to depend, on scholarships and 'grants as the means to that, end. Qf.

-those entering freshmen, 44 percent of the blacks came from families with incomes

less than $6,000, compared t6 10 percent of. the white stuaents.

. .

These are the facts which underlie a dis.cussien of higher, education

and equal'access.
1 The financial support appropriated by state.and federal

legislatbtsi and the distribution of that. Support-between general funds '(ttiltion

gubsidies) and student aid funds., of enormous signifiCance to minorities i

the South, as y1sewhere.

1 - i
,......

1---
1

Some additibnal facts,and studies are included in
1:

10:: 1 4,,..------

------1- =t1----

---'`'----



PART II

NIGHER EDUCATION FINANCE AND ITS EFFECT OgyEQUAL

'OPPORTUNITY.: TWO APPROACHES',TOFUBLIC F6LICY

specialistsn-an opening panel of the finance -discussion, tWo specialists

edu tion finance,-Dr. Carolan Alstyfie and Watts Hill,

in higher.

spoke from two

the.-

the'

quite cliff-6 ent points of view about the central national p

distrib on of resources between institutional aid.. and student
.

relationship of. states and.the,federal goveTnMent. They were asked to prepare

, -
a response to five general questions, upon which later discussion was based:

A. What the optimum-distribution (or redistribution) of public--
reequices in higher education to achievethe goal of equal minority
participation?

MR., HILL:-

Public resources devoted to all post secondary education (exclusive of

,

graduate, and professional education)
1
might be directed primarily to

.1

,, ,

.. .

financial stance to students at all levels attending all types of institu-E
_

. ,
.

.

tions, Financial assistanceshould be based entirely on need. At present
\

,. 1

public resources are directed almOstexclusively to public institutions where

/theyare used primarily as tuition subsidies io students wpi out regard to :

need,- effect _bf_ such a change in the way post secondary education' is/

financed would. be to

not qualify fof need to those who would. As minority students as a group are ,

less afflItnt than Majority stndenisas a group, the goal bf equal minority

redistribute public resources away from those who would

; ;
participation_ would be served as would a number of Other national goals such

.11
Graduate education{ and research might better. .be -funded by the Federal.

Government on the 'premise that the public,benefits oftducation at that level
are relatively national in nature, i e-, are not limited to state boundaries
as is (relatfliely) education throu the bacCalaureate level..



as inCreasingthe number of post secondary students, fuller utilization of

educational resources (especially inthe non-public sector), institutional

diversity, student Treedom of choice, etc.\

The key eleMent in the resent system is the appropriation of tax dollars

to public institutions,- most of which are used to offset 'the institutions',

general education expenses. This permits public instita'ions.to reduce tuition

charges far'below.actual cost. The result is that-tax dollars become a tuition
.

subsidy. At A typical four7year public college,', the true instructional cost will

be 3 tc0 times the tuitiOn\charged the student

A major rationale for tuitilianSubsidiesis\that by lowering'th ae cost
:>

\--educe on-, access is extended to' many who otherwise could not afford to attend.'

Thls aiguMent often is tumMrized as "low tuition-equals improved acceSs.",

ThiSstatementTis only partial1y.cortect.
If tuition isIdowered by a tax

\

subsidy, it is true that there will be some students who gain access, who ot

wise could not have affoided to go on to further education. But uition only

one variable'In,an equ lon'which must include all -costs, and relatethe totalf.
to alternative ways of pro ding tocess:N The question i whe her access would

be improved if aid to students as ba ed moreon the studen s' financial need.

A tuition subsidy goes to all tuden richan d poor alike. It iS 'the 7

,,

equivalent of a grant to each student wi hout re ard to need.' It is argued that
,

. \

this is socxiety'say of sayingtht society .'whole benefits ftom_arvindi-
,

vidual receiving a pos secondary education.

The problem is not with the:concept but rather in roviding the funding.

notsonly for tuition sUbsidiet but a1to for the necessary tudent aid. There

are now insufficient financial resources to meet the financial Id requirements.

of many Students,,because r ources have been used up in non-needs eased tuition

subsidies. Needy students receivlz inadequate total. amounts of finenoi 1

assistance in forms less desirable thanthe cash grant which is what a to ion

0 1.3



(
subsidy really.is-equiyalent to. Needy students may receive jobs instead of a.

4.

rant, which may mean time on a job instead of studying to overcome a second

)c ass education. Or .aneedy student may b( ilven a loan.(which must be repaid)

in lieu of a rant.
/7)

The point is that the net effect of tuition subsidies without regard to need

is that aid awards are mad to many students who otherwise would hot qualify for

financial assistance at the'expense,of students who would qualify under a needa!

based aid program.

There are only two b ways to cqrrect thiS inequitable treatment. The

first is to increase t appropriation. of tax dollars sufficiently so that all

student aid req rements based on need could be met. No responsible voice has
_.... ....--.'

_

. ,

-suggested that this is economically and politically realistic in times of:

national affluence. Cereainly it is not realistic in the midst Of a rec sion.
f '

0 .
The second' alternative is to rediStribUte existing appropriati s of. tax

dollars o 'as to reduce the tor4l amount of awards without regard to need and

use -funds thus released tle increase the total amount of-awards based on need.

This is economically realistic and socially sound. Depending onthe degree f

enligtitmenof the public and its elected representatives in the state legisla-

ture and the Congress, it may even be politically reali

What is required today. would be considered a radical change in theway.-we

finance public post secondary education. At a minimum-there would have to be
. )

.

substantial increases in tuition. at the public institutions and the redi ection

of the appropriations thus released to aid to students based on need. The

amount of tuition increase required would depend on a large number of va iables

among the 'oat important of which are the income distribution.of existin and

pote ial students, -th-eladoluacy of 'existing aid programs and the burden to be

carried by'studants in iejttorm of loans.

The point beiudmade here is that in, every state there is a tuition level

14



at the public institutions (probably around.50 p of actual instructional

' cost) which, in.combination with a "reasonable' .'a package, today c9.41d

nate all economic barriers to all types of 1:o6s secondary e ucation at\noltip-.

crease in cost to the taxpayers. That-statem t is not typographical mistake.

It is possible to eliminate all economic ba riers.to pt secondary education

if thetoday
2 it11ppa4tical environment would ermit it to be done.

Present Barriers t .an E ui ste

The way student Aid is "packaged," along with the aldistribution and

inadequate amount of aid, is one of the three critic contributors to tfie

maintenance of economic barriersto equal Apportunit

Packaging Student,Aid"

In a number of national studi s
3
it has been stywn ,that the more attractive

Y.

students are to an institution because of hig ability, the more desirable will

be the financial aid "package" awarded th it can be'shown'that the under-

,graduates considered to be most degirable for7Academic or athletic-reasons are.

most likely to receie. - g -rapft awards -- and that the _total amounts awarded ofien

equal or exceed calculat need. Conversely, the'less desirable students are 1

(and there is a high correlation between degree of need and lack of,academic

achievement when measured by traditional Criteria) , stile. less likely-,they are to

get the aid they need in the full amount needed, and in a desirable package.

To compoUnd the problem, Most institutions understate needs and are

unrealistic in what theyexpect a student to earmduring' vacations. Is it .

-

realistic to expect a poor, ruraf, black, female to save' 400 over a-summer from

See wo unpUblished studies; "Direct Aid to Students" and "Further Analysis.

of the. College/G6ing-Coilege/Choice Model," studies for the Office of the Assistant

Secretary for Planning, liEW .(GS-71-134, June 1972 and OS,-71-134, Mod. No. 3,

October 1974) by ICF, Inc., Washington, D. C.
:.,

1 3See, for- exaMple, "New Approaches to Student Financial Aid," Allan M.

Cartter, et al., CEEB, New York, New York, 1971.

15



her job especially if simultaneously she must contribute the sopport of her

family which went without her earnings while she wa School? Or is it'equi--

table to ask the student who has notbeen proper prepared to do °College level

work to hold down a job while in school whewhis:bette prepared counterpart is

not required to? Is it realistic to place the burden of a large loan on a

minority student whose earning prospects are demonstrably lower than his more

affluent majority. counterpart4 '

Maintaining Enrollment Student_Aid,
_`..-

//
- .

There are 'Other barriers inherent in the systeM.,\ Consider the q estion -Of .

._./

who is.offered'financial assistance'and Who As not A private coll is under-
;.... ,.

, , \ \

enrolled. .Three students apply. One needs $1,000 in assistance meet, the
. A

. total charge of $4,000. The othertwo need $500 each. And''thk.re only $1,000

in aid available. The two students needing $500 in aid are.like y.to get the

awards for by that means the tollege'reCeives $7,000 in net rev

the'$3,000 it would receive from the most needy student:

As long sthe total supply of aid is inadequate, a§.,long as institutions

have ,incentives to award students financial assistance to maximize the institu

rather than
.4

tions'--enr011ment,..then institutional needs Will continue to be placed ahead; of

student needs and societal needs.

Maldistributlon of Aid Resources

In addition to inadequate,totai amounts of financial assistance, and the

'concurrent if not resulting discriminatory award level and packaging, there is

the problem that the amount of student aid available to students at the presti-
.

gious institutions is in reverse correlation to the need of students at less
-

`prestigious institutions.' Here again is an. example of, institutional interests

overwhelming and obscuring the public interest.
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r

1

al Problem of Southeaste6 States

Compoundig all these problem facing needy' students which are national
,;---,

in scope are the - special ehatacteri tics of theSoutheastern states:

.

Mow family income, i.e., numbers of needy students;

a: heavy concentration of oi amowblackS;
4

poor prifilary
/

and seconaary thools leading. to lo,idchievement;

,., no state with a comprehens ve-needs based system of student

financial/aid; and

, 1

a concenttation of instituti ns attended primarily by bfacks-
'r

The,net result is that the nation .1 System of financing post

education which creates disincentives o the removal of ecenothic.barr tor
k

needy students combines with the special economic and demographic factors which.

'characterize the Seuth..to erect large condMic barriers in theSciuth to'equak

opportunity than exit,elsewhere in the ation.,Southern.blaeks as a group are

hardesE hit eveh :tough the number of whites affectea,may be numerically le et.

.What,iCan Be DOne?

'Consideration should be given-to wayin which the present financing

scheme might be-Medified.in order to e*pand.equal opportunity:
.

widely disseminate the results t analyses relating to the critical/

areas discussed preciously; e.g., student aid available vs, Ad needed;

the maldistribution of available aid among students, between institu-

tion!, between levels of institutions and'between states and regions,

and

3

analyze alternative. financing schemes ,which eve erect risties

such as

(a) greater emphasis on heedsbaSaid to. students mpanied

/

by lessened emphasis on aid to institutions (i.e seeped

17



.

'emphasis on indirect aid to students without regard to need).
t

(h) greater emphasis. oar meeting the initial aid needs.o alivstUdents

with modest size loan's-- and filling the remaining gap with

gi'ant And job wards.

(c) making loan/ income contingent (i.e,,making repayment contingent

on a'7gra uate,Sfuture-ineome).

/,
a CO Orehensive, statewi ,, needs based, pdblidly funded program /

,
1

;

financial assistan e fOt.Students who are citizen of a given

state who "a tend .a types' of institutions (public/and non-public)

at

(e) treat

e] ( --techthroLgh bacCalautoi.ate),..amd.

,

ofd non- public institutions- (prfirate and proprietary) as

utational resources improved access towhichiS in the
4.

terest (for many reasons not the least of Which" ;lower

the taxpayer for the education eunctiOn).:

ill:prograMs have; a y of the characteristics previously

generating good;tesults. Consequenty, federal student aid

d ams are under attack by many national, organizations which consider

.44(

rr

themstiv to be spokesmen for the public` post se ondary education
,

sector.

O'rganizations repreSent

as;well as the publi

.
ng students' -- and fintinc.ial assistance fox the needy --

interest have been drowned out by the mote vocal and

better financed 6 pfresmen for the institutional interests.

..The.prob).,M in bringing about a change in thq way we finanC our education

system/is not difficult to perceive. It is thA,publit alcers in,CongreSs

andat the state level/have.loOked to education' administrators for advice

to

ow'

. /
/ . .

finance education/. And,education administrators have a vested interest in /
\ /

,. / /
preserving, not e wesent system. The challenge is how o get / , .,

adequate infor ation to.t e'legislators who make educ

they make appropriations, so that they may know wh

ift

tion polic by the way

alternat es exist.' This



me ns,a public interest counter voice to the Special interest o4dUcation
. .

administrators.

11

The changes will not take plac4 as rapidly as, those,deeply concerned With

equal opportunity would like. 'But that they will come now seems.certain:. The

direction seems clear -- more e6asis'on aid.to students bad on nee And
..,

the consequences seem equally certain...-'more nearly equal opportunity.

.

.'

.
.

DR. VAN ALSTYNE:

NatiOnal commitment to achieving the goal of equal minority participation

higher educationAlas been more rhetorical than real the gapsbetWeen'white

and black pattiCipalion rates are closing very slowly, if atfall, despite the-

in-1972 of a major new'federA program of Basic nts to students'ior

the e ress l'urpose of broadening access to publiChigher education. Currently

he langestshare Of the fun for public higher education .is provided by states

channeled through institui s And made available in the form of'1Ow tuition to

al ;_Students' without cal lation of.the degreeOf nee&

As a way access to 'higher edbcation,,sev ral rtinrial.study

gro

.

.,,
, ,

-incOased t.the added resqurces be redistributed within higher eduCation
. , ,

ulent aid willhe channeled to :low income students; of wham a,
- .

thatjuitions at public colleges and-universities be

ionate share-are minority members. ,':-

.

01
,

.

debat was la9nthed about finan nghigher education, with those

:.-------/..
. A.

w advocate accelerating the increases ih tuitions-At public institutions
)

'\pit ed Against thOse who advocate
holding tuitions as, low as possible. let-me,

rscore that the stated Obiectives of` both sides in--this debate lre exactly

increase ot41 s port fo ation and,to_increa
the same:" to

access to higher income an&Cfor,minority students.

education par cipation rates

/ -4
.both sides afree on the .eentydl.facts: that the

'19
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f whites and blacks are widely, disparate .-- the rate for whites is AO percent

higher than the rate 1°,4r blacks; and the rate fOr students froM families with

A
incomes over $15,000 is about four times the rate for students from families

se. ,
with iachmes under $3;000,

Given these areas of agreement, however,, the two Sides in the debate dis-
,

,agree sharply on three issues:
/

1. How the proposed increases. in tuition'with'Ofoetting increases in'

Student aid for low income students-will affect enrollments across all

income levels;

2. Wherein our economic stem the funds for'student assistance Ought to
,

come from, and

3., However ified, whethei it is politically'feasible to refuse to

accept forcedtrade-offs between educati onal and social objectives

As a

equal minority participation,

within the existing, amounts budgeted for

and federal .levels and
ev .71q4

resource eo compensate

the larger social and economic system.

er edU ation at the state
)

for additionalinstead: to press, effective claims

for the low income resulting from irieldities%in
f

first step in developing tesOurce allocation strategies
- ;

to achieves

us look at rticipation "rates' 14Y race,

... ,
across all income levels, j_t* accoMpanying hart 1 shovels that participation

rates differ sharply by inC6e
1

level for blacks and for Whites-., (TechnicalAy;._
.--,--- ,

education participation,ratts are the percentages Of...a spedified base popula-.
31.

. -.

., i

tion going t0/. school:' 'shown here are the percentageS of family members 18 to
--- 1 t'i

'')
..

24.years old'who are going or who have gone to college; whether or'not they
.

got a degree. Actually, two different series are shown in/Chatt one inclUd-
f

/ *; .0, 1

ing all young peoltle'in the age group in the:base population,, and, the other:

including high.school graduates but excluding dropouts.
i

Several.observations from thiskchart. are important to this discussion:
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Chart 3
EDUCATION PARTICIPATION. RATES

BY RACE AND INCOME

1972-73
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ouncil on __Education, "Policy Analysis
U.S. Bureau/of the Census, 1974.
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In both-geries (including and excluding.higH school dropouts) the college-,'
« i

.,J.

6

going rates for blacks a4 lower than they are'for whites at-both income ex -lh

-- btth for the lower income group '(with familY4incoMeu
i

nderl$6,000), I
-

1
r

I

. .

and. for the higher Income group .($15,000. and over). If:we can believe': recent

. .
'Census 'data, blackg in a middlejincome range around $6,000 to $10;0 0 are j

I

st

about as likely to go to.college as are whites- in the same .income -r ge.
.

1 i

Aone moves Up the income scale the ,education participation r te "for

.

Whites fOt the two groupa (includirig and excluding.dropouts)almost onverge.
.----

----ha71'Butthis-doesn'Peri at all :for the black students. While, the, education

r
/ ...,

i,

'participation rates go up in b' th. series with incrensinOincome, the ates d
. ,,,

\
.

,,
,--'

. '

converge the upper i c me levels. In the diSparity in educationno
. , ; , .

participation rates between black and-whife young people is greater in, the

higher income ranges t an it is in the lower income ranges.

to be related to the fact that while-high°the explanation- :appear

rates decline as income,

As shown on Chart. 2

hool dropout

goes dp for white students-, they.re ain-higheilen for

higher intTrie black students.

When we talk about achieving equal minority participation, we musttake
.si

into consideration not only those black students with lower family income but

thos with higher incomes as, well We'must try to determine what impact raising
41'

tuition and offsetting it with increased student aid for low, income students
- .

will have On access across the entire income spectrum.I.,

I argue that the policy of raisling.tuitions for the purposes of generating

greater student aid may have adverse effects at both ends of the income spec-
/

tram. Thpse with. ower incomes are knowledgeably skeptical about' Whether the

aid pro ised to ,them williactualiy.he dtliveredeppecially in an era when

eligibility for aid is expanding to new groups of students (those attending

part -time, and those attending a broaderrange Of institutions), and to studenta



higher

creasi

income scale, faster than Sppropr
a

so that the real dollars in the al

17

for the aid programs is

o .

low-income student

in y actually, be less-the second year of enrollm

when

)

e funding for student aid has not

amounttiger i to

actually p

account.; An increasing

d di ectly to bankS an4

stud nev oane,,a04 is not "available

or living expenses. Moreove

st; particularly

fectSof infla-

udent aid" are

subsidies onother lenders

to the students, to' pay fir tuition, books;

all students, d particularl Income

s with heaVy debt to gee throughstudent are reluctant to saddle.themseiv

sch 01' and they may be justifiahly b ter that iust'aeducational opportunity

seems about to become available to hem, the rules of the game respecting

historical availabi'ity 'of Tow tuition public. education are changed.

At t'he middle and higher income levels; the effects of raisingtuitions on

the decisions of black young pebpl to go to college may be even more advers

It is, likely that in ercomingeec nomic discrimination many black-famili

e income ranges got there beca se<they. have more people workingor.peOple

h 1 .. g down tw6.Or three jobs, or because the students themselves *e %%7c:irking

part-
.

argue

e or full-time,

he isse-of where funds for student aid should come from, I/Would

that.we have a low tuition financing system"fOr public higher eduCtion

that has worked well, even phenomenally well, inbroadening access for whites

in the middle income,and upper income ranges.
_

The-/ funtfiOn: o need---baSed

student aid in'broadening access is to compensate/for low income.

for low income is a sot al goal, a broader goal than aneducational,goal, The

:resources to co sate for,the-low-income shoutoF-becklind within the

a-whole, and not taken out)pf the education - system from higher to

educational and socral--goAls should be treated as/complementary

competing goals.
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those

On the issue of the politidal feaSibiXity. finding' additional resources,

favoring higher tuition argue that, however justified the claims foil

greater resources, no,more resources are to be found, in this-era of limited

resources and competing demands. Indeed, higher eduPation maybe required to
y.

with even fewer reSources'i the coming years: I argue, that befo*e

accepting that:, proposition, firsthigh5i education. -- administrators,. fadnIty,
!

i.

students; and alumni -- has to try to7doa_much better job of advocacy in the
.

oqiitical domain;

This involves ttoadening the coalition in

not splitting; it up. Advqpacx by the privae

to pit the,a.Onblic institutions threatened

uppprt higher education --

nstitutio s of 'increasing tuitio

vateectr against the publ-

y the

a public

sector and is being rejected.as-a policy positio

whwtperceive that they share their'destihy with t

that:,Other ways to help the private' sector m

raised.Opiddle-J0come fam

. stUdenteid f

famine:eV°

ceive tha th

rivate inStitUti
/H

institutions, and

ght. And if tuitions ar

pay more or'edueation and for

r whicit t,eY are not eligitil5/ and that will

enly aga t low income fa les:

essman O'Hara, Cha.irmanXf the' House Subcommrtteeo

pit middle inCote"

astute-politiclan refleCting the concerns of

Co ti tituent*has argued: "Tbe AMetican taxpayer has earned his

one of` the patient :and law abiding people in the world.

Educ

\
as an

.even when hp:iSn't altogether sure he approves ...... what they' alre
. . ----

He.- ..suspects, rightly or wrongly, that he is paying more /axes

His doctOr, lawyer, and perhaps even more than academic

tha axpayer is , Tel
, ,

is pohtlficatingop how well subsidized

, . -

.that he has 66. help a little mot -rd open the door:to jegeifor

Ppl-b-econdary

is Michigan

reputation as

e pays his, axes.

einF used

e 1

an h s banker,

nomist who',

that taxpayer

s own kid

tand everyone else!S, will' grumble but he will whelp B
2

is alreadyLmakin&andLthe.hew ones you

26

want make' .



are not'to help his 'kids, that he and his:children are,"too afflueni" to:need

.help and we may haVe a very vivid ticentennial observation of the Boston tea

party::

B. Does the achievement of.equal Opportunity-threaten other desirable

goals? Must public policy alternatives compete in a time of scarce

resources? /

DR. VAN 4LSTINE:'

19

The standatd answer is yes, followed up with the observation that education

-a is not going to 'come-off very well in the competition given the other more

,
_pressing social needs in this country especially for improved-health care'. But

...

4'.

this response is based on a static view of the worldi,lOOking at limited. resources
[ .

as measured point in time: A more comprehenOive perspective Wouldtake:a

ow'

dynamic view o Education would be seen not just aaa consumer-of

resources but of resources.

Envisioning:the set o choices as, for instance, education vs. health is

critically shOrNsighted. Certainly higher education has a_great deal tOcon-

-

tribu,teto. thesearch.ofneWapproachestopreventive medicin
to the discovery

of wondrous new tures tci the
\ training of doctors and nurses and aramedics, and

.

.
- \\N,

oelivery of community health care. 'At one prominent Southern university.

the University hospital is a larger nartof the enterprise, in term§,of revenues

,??

andexPenditureS`thad the rest of the university of whichit s a part. The

limited - resources competing- demands syndrome has to
be counteracted w

greater appreciation.of the'public service functions of higher education and more

active delineation of the complementariiy among educatiOn4l and social goals

including; in particular, the goal of equal oPportunityjn establishing priori

,ties for public support.

MR.-HILL:

The responsedepends.o the viewpoint and valuesofhe'. respondent, For

.

t40.

27
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4

example, if one-considers instftutiona,d'utonomy to'require freedom from

accountability for the use orpublic resources or freedom from the pressures

h ,market place, then institutional autonomy is a desirable goal which
- -

would suffer. If on the othe hand autonomy means real freedom for an insti-
1

"
,tution to rise or fall on its ability to attract and retn a student body,

then that desirable goal would be enhanced.

e

Competition for, scarce resources among various public policy alternatives

is ofte n within the edbcation cOMmunity. In such caseS, the isSues sually,
?/1

revolve around whose special interest will be sery (i.e., vo-tech vs:-graduate

and prof
Tonal

education vs. student aid, e c.). The public interest (equal

. opportunity, effective resource utilization, etc.) tends to be obscured

itutional interests.

by

C. What are the most desirable policie9, of Southern st tes in suPpo of
higher. education? Arel.therepatt9rns over the last "de ade which should
be; preserved, or changed ? What combination of tuition levels and stu-'
dent aid wouldbe both politically realistic andeffective in achieving
equity?

DR.-VA'ALSTNNE\

Higher education

..: low tuition,

the South 'i's characterized by:

, low college-going rates,.-

...,less deiieloped programs of student aid than are,found in some

other regions,

... relatively sma private shares of enrollment,

:.. relatively high ates Ott in-migration ofIbut=of-state students, and

a.large share of total minority student enrollment.

.

DisCussions of t-uition and student aid olicies in achieving &Naal educa-.

tional Opportunity at, the national 1 .are4elevant-td=.theseisame issue's

the South, but irit-e- fied.
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In addition, Southern states have unique concerns in delineating the roles

of historically black-institutions. Improved planning and coordination at the
n.

state level is.a better approach to these concerns than increasing student tui-

tions and student aid. and relying still more heavily on market mechanisms.

Educators in the Southern states should analyze the impact of national

. J .

policies on the region, paying particular attention to regional sharks of

resources allocated according to formulas, as compared to shares of resources

channeled under entitlement programs.

MR. HILL:

There are no uniquely Southern patterns (as distinguished from national
.4.

patterns) which seem to be:particularly desirable. There are numerous national

policies which are desirable which the South has yet to adopt. One of.these ie

the establishment of comprehensive, statewide, needs' based programs of financial

assistance to students at public and non7public institutions. The South, lack-

ing what is accepted practice in most other regions, might institute such a

program by:

(a) Establishing an independent agency (independent of all educational

institutions) to administer the program according to accepted

national criteria'(such as those of the CSS'or ACT).

(b) Fund the'pregramlby,(1)-raising tuition at public institutions to

"'one-half of actual educational costand by -(2) the sale of revenue

bonds by the state student aid (and loan guarantee) agency to-

fully fund income contingent student loans.

(c) Melt the first $50Q of annual need with an income contingent,

guaranteed loan. Meetalixemaining need.with a grant.- .(The.

amount of the loan could be adjusted to meet'available financial

resources or ,resources could be incre decreased as needed
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A,
to meet grant requirements.) Skich a yrogrIm. would not be

politically realistic at present in any SOuthern state. It
- ,

mild become realistic ln-the near /term if =nough persons in a

given state really wanted to make rt.

/.
D. What share of the "resouces should Come he fe

and in what combinations of programs? he pres
programs in need of minor ordrastic on?

MR. HILL:

eral-government
t student aid

. l'Oe

In.economic terms, whethey state or ede al taxes are the source of public

funding essentially is irrelevant as the ultimate source is the same the tax-

payer. Prag atically one must ask why disturb the present federalist e division

. when it is the distribution system- rather than the total amount col cted or the
.

/
. ,

.

collector wpich,most.needs change. IfIthe division were to e ch ged, one might

argue for .an

for a reduced'

previously).

ncreased state share through the bacca

1

aurea, e lev l'ill exchange/ /
/

hare at the graduate and professional level (on grounds,noted

conversely the federal share might be reduced at the.

level and iner4eased at the graduate and profesSional level. Today's trends seem

----._
very appropriate -- amajor,extension of federal direct

, ''' // dp.

prograbased on need/e.g., BEOC) and incentives to statesPto fund, coMprehen-
i. .,.'

sive aid programs (e.g., SSIC). This combination is.a p 1Weally realistic
i

ta;increase equal opportunit)i. Moreover, such federal. efforts

student-financialkaid

approach today

produce better

is because any

re titan wo similar expenditUres at.the state level. This

federal 0 ogram roul,d collect taxes where the means are concep-

trated (outside the South) and redistribute them to where the less affluent (and

black minorities) are concentrated, i.e.'the South, and the,, minorities would

get back more than its taxpayers wouielbe assessed.

DR. VAN ALSTYNE:

In discussing resources, for education we have to start by differentiating

30
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o

between student resources and institutional resources. The federal share of

student resources:to meet 'tuition and livfmg.:eXpenses, has more than doubled in

the.last four years, from 13.percent to 29 percent. In 1974-75 the federal*

goVernment provided".$4.5 billion in assistance to students.($1.0 billion.in

Office of Education.prckirams, $1.0 billion in Social. Security and $?.5'billion

'in G.. benefits toward totaLstudent expenies of close td.$16 billion. A

federal share of 29-percent might be considered very largeuntil it is Measured

agaihst the stgdard of the G.A. Bill at iis peak year, 1947 -48, when the

federal share was 43 percen2,....-kt that time the G.I . Bill hatred one out 'of

every two students enrolled in qgher educat1on and piovided about $1. bilkion

assistance toward $2.3 billion e4cpence'S ($d.5 billion tuition

living expense's).

, . /
The federal share of institutional resources has

.

eroded.subst ntially

/

from earlier peaks of 20 to 22 percent in the 1950s and 10s, - aching a post-

and $1.8 illion

wa low of around 15. percent in 1970.. Since that time, the s are has increased-

slightly.

The criteria for the proper, levels of Support and the divisions of xespot

sibility between the., federal and state governmentsare on firmer ground if they

I

, )

, ,

are stated; not in terMs:of percentage s aree: but rather in terms of dollars of

support in relation to the achieve-tent of particular program objectives, within

a specified time frame. There is, of--;-eourse, no absolute answer to the question

of what the federal share should be. The percentage shafels_a residual calcu,

lation; and it varies from state to state, being particularly small in states

with large state programs.

Within the current Administration, the federal role in undergraduate educe-

. .

tion is primarily defined as assuring greater access the basic support of

the capacity to educate is defined as being in the dbmain of the states.

Factors that should be taken into account in determining the desired



/ .

/ / /

,. / /

r/

,
etiion of change in the level of federal support nc de v

.ti / / 1. fundamental beliefs about federalisM an. federalistate!rekgtions;
. ./.. , t ,

2. Changing resburce bases 4/ttie

0
afferent points in the trends and

,

level& of government at.
//

11/of-economic growth';

oles assigned in ac eying othe :1 objectives;

y Rates of state pro ess town. eduoationaY goals, and erante
) // .

Or intolerance o state -to -state disparities in educ ion,

OpportUnity; /

,

Y. Impact of funding arra ements-on student dO )0, institutions?.
/

autonomynd pricing Jhd dui-publit pate education

syStem of higher' ucation;

6. Impact of the

and student

ding) arrangements on federal, ate, )nstitutional,

cenaVesto increase or subatitute.educational budget

resour pi support of higher education.

Desirable ettions df changewould be .more Adequate federtftaidit6 pro-
/

mote access', federal /state partnership to proVide greater'ctie among /educa-

tional alternativesm with t aidA)Ackage relying more heavily on p

.

greater proportio of gr t and work..opPo/rtunities and far less reliance ona

iding a

student loans.

E. Are t ere new problems to which minority'groups should be alert, such-
as e ques0.on'of-the tndependpnt student and the constitutionality
of tudent aid baged-,pa family'contribution?

DR. VAN ALSTYNE:

,There are.n w problems -- and opportunities as well -- in higher educa
,

of.central i t rest to minority. groups.

)
These are concerns on the harizOn::

As-p/uring adequate student aid,, with adjustments for

Grants are moving 61,Oser to full. funding aad real

eligibility for aid is. moving up the income sca

.4)11



theyfunds low Income studep6.;

A/suring enoughL.$ caid to enable minority srUdents tO exercise

25

,

choice among edd tional alternativet;

ible introduction of merit, into th,

One the categorical Programs;

ability of college gradates to find ipbs "heir/ educ7tion ;

arp increases in the hum er$ of adults seeking college/education;

. Portability Of federal stud t assistance nds which. may provide

'resources for students to Seek education ouyof their homestate;'

A possibility that with the introduct of the all volunteer army

the veterans' edUcational benefits Id 1 be)discOntInued.

/
,

tudent aid underi

4

MR. HILL:

" The controversies relating to th difection of public: f ds students

at.privgte institutions bear watc as so many minority studenta-.atten

"

privatecolleges. private co leges c41

The way an inOpendent'studen is define

.P/

butioh (even when independent status

which contravene legal defi f in-state stUdeht Iptatus; methods of cal

lati need which are d ised to give prefetence to middle income studen

pse., what happens tq these-students?

,

; the equirement of a family, cofttri-

/'

declared); administrative procedures
".1 '

aid/ kaging which d scourage student from/attendinean
/-

tons which are

/Old p

4i ributions to ions, states, and 2viatit

tudent aid nee characteristics,/ re al

roups.shOuld .e alert.,
/

But t most, insidius, and lo

effective organization which seeks

portunity for minorities

Cors like their majotity Co

gest s

to MO

;.restitution

nop rela ed to

oblems to/which/mlnority
//

nding pr, em) tha

for hi cation a e

even, orstud

par sjend

,33
/

s a who

stitut ona

inority

orien



one speaks effectively for the poor, for minorities, for studen s and for

taxpayers. (Indeed one must. ask. whether anyone speaks for these groups at

all r..-::eVen ineffectively?)-

LL

34
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.
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A CLOSER LOOK AT SOUTHERN STATE OLICIES

AND PRO RAMS IN HIGHER EDU ATION

27

n another session; the discussi n tOr ed to state policies, particularly''
,

re pect-to student aid.' Dr, Jerry )avia; currently.engaged in /student aids

res a ch from a California base, and iorme ly a research associ e foi the
/

Southern Regional KdUcation Board and consu tant on student, dito the Governor

of eorgia, to other Southern states, and the National T sk Force on Student

Aid Problems, presented' an,analysis.of Southern state polici/

Additional-data on the financial suppotiit provided' public higher edUcation

by Southe7 states.wereprrated by. Virginia leming, to provide background

)material 'for the Conference and documents

policy discussions in these state's.

tate Financial Aid Programc; $

which would illuminate curren p brie /

and Student Access),

.Dr. Jerry S. ,Davis

There ''are probably as many barriers to post secondary education as there

are individuals who want to. go on to 'school but do not. Everyone is own

.set of reasons (and rationalizatiOns) for not afchievinva desired goal. This

is why it is particularly hard to remove all the barriers and achieve a condi-

tion of free access fot everyone.

A few years ago, Richard Ferrin of the College ntrance
.

Examination

/

classified the many barriers, in four categories:
----- / r--- I

1. Academic 'students don't have the appropriate grades or secondary

Board,

pool preparation to admitted t/some form / of education;
/ -

35



2. Attitudinal - student

secondary education'or

the barriers to it/--

3. Geographic - stud n s

time.from an ins ituti

and,

either e,value Of post
1

now that there are ways tcil surmount

any just lack self-confidence;

ive too far, either in:miles or commuting

they can afford.and.kOuld be admitted t9;

4. ,Financial - students and their parents laCk the financial resources

to pay,forthe costs of education.

The financial barrier is 'the, one that most easily do umen,ted scribed,

and dealt with. It is qdite difficult to repair 12 years of

Or nderachigvement. Changing.an individual's attitudesta
,

'Building More colleges closer to more students is quiteCos

educational neglect

eS a long time..

.ly and also takes

tim. But the financial barrier can be removed by providing student and his

family With increased resources to pay for the costs, ofedu ation.r

Removing theFfinancia

,

barrier Will,produce(some quite definitebenefits,

the basis of a number pf senior surveys-and studies of stUdent

needs and reso ces'in the 14 Southern st

t from 10 to 15 percent of

financial aid

tes' and seven states, outside the South;

Southern, state'S'high school gradu-

classs h ve the potential, the desire, and the credentials to

resources

go on to

secondary education but are deterrecrby the lack.of financial

'4

to helia defray costs.

So, if the financial barrier were removed, something like two - thirds r ther

than one-half of the current high hool greddating classes would be go

more education. Many of these students would-be minority/poverty stud

Providin$;spudents and families with increased resources' for e-ayal of

will produce some desired benefits in addition to increased

ng in to

.education expenses

participation rates in post secondary education. From 10' to 25percent:of the

g,tudents who currently go, on to some education find their

30
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and ed cational'experiences ubstarallymodified: coats ortheir lack of,i/

financial resources. Some. aotio nstitutiona, take academic programs, or live

jin ac ommodations while.atten school which afelquite different from those

they prefer. We Cannot p ieely document the influence of these sacrifices on

-

educational performance.' We/Can-,-however, infer from diverse evidence that these"

29

sacrifices substantially contribute to thq "drop out" or "stop out" rates in
1 4

education.
.1

I?

Each time t At a student bas_tidyOrop out or delaY his education

:7'

a reduction of benefits r soUrces'expended. The student and hiS,
/

...

V .

-family do not r ceive the/maximum ben f
41?

i'''ts'for their investments of money, time,

/-: /

and of her re ources because the student baan't,earned hie, intended degree or

! ;. i

receive

represents

level of training. The institution -which enr011edthe,Student does not receive

the maxilllum return on its investment of instructional time and other resources

e auslit has not produded it's final end product, an educated and trained

graduate. And society has not received a maximum benefit on its investments in

providing educational institutions and experiencedto its- It is almost

a certainty that the Underutili*ation of all these resources rePt ents a far

--greater coat to everyone than the cost of .removing the financial barrier._ But

few educatof ks -and other pbticyaiakers are willingtcorecognize thiS-:fact:,,

.\

,

Act J

ba re mi] ni mdm ' yo u can an saf: eiigve
s ay that t-,..be:Jinencial signifi7,

cantly and negatively influences the post
secondarectivities or chQ,i es of at

'least one-third of all higb,achool uates at some point otienother.

The, magnitude and lbcation of tie financial aid barrierliden best be

described in terms of the concept "financial need." This is a quite useful con--

cept because it combines the'two important factors whictO,create the..barriersinto

form, financial need is' the diff9encel
,

a single numerical form.. In; its simpl

between the doste of -education and-the student and hiSfamiWs abil y to vaY,,

-40

for those costs. Financial need can be 'reduced bY4itbeffeducing. costs or
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10'1 (
.

.

increasing the inancial,resourCes of students and their families. There. is a

I

,

-). great deal of diaagfeem t about which is t el) er way to reduce financial

need by keeping costs at adoW level or by increasing the,,. financial resources

of.students and: parents by giving' students financial aid. I'll:make some

further comMen s OnLthis argument 'below.

.Let me' terject at this point that /k financial need of an individ

student, is a real Concept and, has Some def-in te..psychological and social, as

Financialwell as financial and educational consequences for htm;and-his fart
_.

.--- ,
, .

need as measured by financial'aid administrat
, ,,,-'

i
.

a theoretical Construct. The National Task.pbtce on StUdept'AidiProblems found

practices in suring educational costs.

and other public/policymakers is

. While all financial aid programs consider and Measure direct education
/

/",

expenditures (tuition and fees, books ape supplies) in much the same way, there
/ \

.

skgreatdeal ordivetsity in. the measurement and legitimaty of ther kinds of
.

.
, * ';'

. costasuch as room and board., medical and dental, personal and travel exA1 enses..
/

To the extent that some of these real costs to students.arenot measured in the .:

same'w yo inducted as "legitimate" by financial aid programs Ale cannot hope:'
1- / " ,

!

to achle e equity in the adMinistration,of,aid. Nor can we reMO e this part of
')

,L

a barrief by it.

The Task Force also fOund many different practiCes of m asuring student

andparental ability to pay foreducaticinal costs: For examp/ley the three major
.

nationwide need analysis systems, those of the College Scholarship Service, phe

American College Testing Program, and the Basic' Educational Opportunity Grant

Program, take the samNdata 'and information about a family's financiak citcum,-

_

stances and frequently, produce quite d erent.estimates of their a y to,

usipay for eduCational casts: Not.Oni;-ate these difference
/

and parents', they result in amazing - inequities id the di

funds through financial aid ;programs.

P71-
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Regardlesa of hOw costs or ability, o pa are measured, the financial need

of indiVidual students remains constant and inf uential. It is only When policy-
.

makers attempt to alleviate financial peed-that its consistent, valid, and reli-

able measurement becomes crucial. ,Therefsre th Task Force has recommended

systems and practice§ for measuring costs and b lity to pay which will',achieve

these objeCtives. Widespread use of these sy tei; and practices will make a sub
,

stantial contribution:to more equitabledistribution of student aid ekTerywhere
.

_ ___,---

They will also make it possible to better assess the real impact of financial

need from the student's viewpoint.

Task Force's method of calculating

The figures I cite below are based on the.

need -- but te, cost estimates were grovided

by financial aid officers on their annual Appli ations to Participate in Federal

Student Aid PrOttams.

.

data assembled by the Stanford Research; fir0.4-nlo Park,

a rn/ia I ,estim te t

a

the financial-needs of enrolled undergraduates in

'
° //7

colleg4 alj ni'jersities n the 14 Southern states in/1973-74 r _pearly $1.5
"

, .

epresents an average need of $1,.043

students (those from families

Per student. For low income

of less than $9,000 annual income), the average

.

.,

ial need is ,$1,844 per student. (See Tables One
//and TWO.

These figures take into -account the waysin which students of widely

differing financial circumstances distribute themselves among. institutions of

.
v

.,J

sdifferent co t. And they.also take into account "a "reasonable expectatibn of

/x

----_

y cont
/

ibutions and-stAient self-help contributions--frarsummer-an berm---

earnin4. /So, after his and hisqiwn contributions are considered;,

the rypj.Cal low incoMe stude t has to obtain, nearly $2,000 to pay for the-eosts .

/

of his edUcationc

The finanCiaLeed varies quite dramatically from state -to -state In t e

region and within slates by institutional types. For tbe low:income studen

leaSt average need is $1,066 at public tw=Year colleges Atkansas:
-

0 (
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highest average need is. at, the private.four-year colleges in Merylana,,$

them

,poli

.ee

Since costs are an iMportentvariable in financial need, I want to

for a few Moments. .SOnthernera have Jong practiced and been prideful

of maintaining lower tuitions-at-their public colleges. This policy

emphasized in recognition of the general popUlation's`limited ability

pay for'these,costs.' But today, as apolicy and practice designed to enhance or.

-:even maintain aCcess; low tuitions have limited utility. There ar.e.two reasOTT.

for this: a) tuition costs-represent only, a small

tuitions in_the Soutli are not all that lof.;.

In 1972.7.3, the averaWtuition paid by-students at.,Publidf0----ur-Year

part of total.costs; and 2)

colleges in the SOLith was $4'60 < The national average-,Was $529. ,-the

Southern average was 13 peteent less iesathan the-ationAI'average.
. -

Costs at Southern publi'fourryear colleges were$2,349 or 11.5 Percent'jess

. - \

than the national average of $21,655 However, the ability to pay, for those

Average total

costs, as represented lioca ita.income was 13.7 percent less an the

national average In all bWthree'states,Lou ana, Tennessee4-'and West

Lions rt!presented a higher:perCentageot:pet capita AhcoMe inVirginia,

Souther state.:than they

fiv states, Kentucky;

N,

represented a greater percen than i."'other states in

th7V2tion. .(See Tables Three ank. Four.)

The costs at public twotyear colleges in all but Louisiana, Maryland, and

Mississippi, represene a higher, percentage of per capita,income than-in other

did for states in the rest of the-nation. In all but

,14aryland, Texas, and,Virginia, total costa

ge of per capita inco

states in ewation.

hem- col *Ages.

So much for the myth o4ower tuitions and coats, at

K eping itions at the lowest possible level is a good policy'and is some
.:

access. Howev let no OA persuade you that such a policyi...,x,
.----"

_ 0,,
, _,--- 4...

.
.

'1S-THE SOLUTION to: he probl and let ono one nerauade you that it represents=
...,: 1,-)

.

:12

help in :aChievin
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the best way for a state to .exercise its responsibility for or commitment to

access fot lOw income students.

tion costs represent only part of the costs of cation.tustudeotss

Chtiging low income Students no tuitions at all would reduce t e r financial

nee& at public four-year colleges from 0.8 percent to 36'.2 percen Oith the

tin the South being 26.1 percent. Without tuition-costs, the ty ical

low income'stUden6 would still have 4 $1,300 financial need to attend a pub
..,

.- \ c
. :

four-year ()liege. (See Table Five.)

Low tui ion policies are more likely to help middle income students.

Tuition costs to theinepresent'well over half theiripascial need. A reduC.,

-tion,in tuition is unlikely regardleS'of AO it Might- he113. ThiS is because'

it is quite costly to institutions. For eicampTe,ff'tuitions had been, in

33

1973-74, reduced al public four-year institutions by just'ten perceNntthe , \

.

institutions would hair& Lost, $50 mil4On in v_lEeenUe:. Such a reduetion'.

' --, -
!

would have reduced finanCial neeB'by about $A0 r stud ty hardly enough
. -,

A 50'jier nt reduc on in tui.-to make any real diffefence in student'acces

ion .Gus the 'average need at publi four -year col

would "cost"'dfer $250 million in losx revenue.

es by about one-fOurtt but

Beca setuitions continue to increase at an_annual rat:' hat closely natal-

;\

leis the rates Tf increase in instructional costs; because they re, resent a sig

--,

nihcant amouht, roportion, of income to virtually" all public nstitu-

.

tio , because they tepre nt only part of the financial aid needs or total

education costs to students, I,b eve that policy recommendations-regarding.

manipulation of or reductions in tuitions without correspondent changes in

fi ancial aid will. have very limited impact on the needs of low'incom:studentt.

\ )::. \,

.,,
-,, ,

There LeqT. be \eve our effort's to yemoye'the' financial barrier to post secondary,
: .

N :

education should ocus on financial Aid.

There has bee widespread discussion of
,

proposals to' increase 'the .costs of
r

41
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tuitions and'offset the increase to the needy students y financial aid. The

rationale underlying these proposals is that the more affluent students ar
1

getting- "bargain" in costs at pm lic institutions and that by charging L,em

more,-4w dollars in revenue for f ancial aid or other eibenditure purposes

could be generated. I do not believe that such a practice will Fork in the

South. becaUSe: 1) there are more needy than not-needy students in the_region

and tuiti n.increases.WOuldgenei-ate More financial need than they would,generate

increased. reVeaue,thereby.defeating theirpuiPcise;'2) tuition .increases are

.
likely to'drive-the most. fluenestudents to. private.institutions or institu-

tions outside the South; and 3) shifting the burden of paying for more of the

educational sts'to a segment -of the population who already pays more tha

solution.

,
costs for all!. licservices is not a politically tenable

r "
V ' %

The provision offiMahcial aid to students is held to be' an activi ty
,-,

which is performed by a partnership among the federal and state governments,
... -

.

.

the institutions,' and Private agendies; ts1.1 these partner's haver a stake in the

,
1 :

.educational development of our society and a responsibility to students. In
N . .

.
. .

dditibn to the benefits states,dfrive from,,,an educated populace-, they ore.
I V .

\Constitutionally responsible for the education of their citizens. ,0-1 we shall

. .

see, the extent to which-SoutherMstat exercise that responsibility through

financial aid programs is quite varied.

. ,

I have a eady noted-a4inancial need of $1..5 billion for enr011ed under-
< s ,, e

graduates
'., .

in the South. If ace adds to.that an estimated $150 million in
N

need
.

for the 10 to 15 percent high school graduates who Wantsto go on to

school but chi not the total financial need is $1'.65 billion. Let'S Ii6Ok first
?

at the way the.partnership attempts to meet that financial need and then examine

what states should ,do to increase heir role.

There is abomt $1.3 biilion in fimancial'a (.1 from all: sources aveilable
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to meet the financial need. The foci-ral student' aid programs provide $366.2 .

, million or 29.1 percent. State^And federal educational benefits (from the

'Veterans Administration, the,50cial Security ministratlon, vocational rehabill -.

tation programs, welfare agencies) account/for $631.6 million, or 48.7 percent.

States Previder$22 Million.or 1.8 percent, and the remainder, about per ent,

is'-from prlvate-sources (businessda, organizations, churches, c is groups, etc.).

Institutional aid amounts to $244.4 million or 19.4 percent.

That is a lot of money, tut it only represents 80 percent of what is esti-.

mated as needed (or everyone in the South. All that aid doesn't get distributed

to needy students. institutional financial aid'dollars are awarded to

students on the basis of criteria Other than br addition to financial need.
\\

'Manyady students attend institutions which control very limited amounts of

ftrfanciat aid-dollars and' enroll disproportionate numbers z..f needy sttide ts --

especially the two-year public. colleges. And the educational benefits a e4 for

the most part, not awardedon the basis of financial need,

falerNhe ways An which financial aidfandneedy students are distributed

among institutions are-considered the total need fr additional aid-increases

from-$391 million to $459 million. PUt.an0ther way,.because all the aid is nbt

available to the needy stu47ts, and is not distributed in proportion tolthei:r.
'`

need, the need fot-additionaljad is inflated by 18 percent.

The need for additional aid varies by.states and institutional types within

states. In geneial, the largest unmet Jneeds are at the private four-year

colleges and universities.' For the region, their unmet needs or need for -addi-

tional aid represent about 44 percent Of the total. This is primarily because

.of their higher costs and the enrollment of,many low inconie students. The
_

private four-year colleges enroll only one of every five students in the South

That is lower than the national average. But they enroll one-out of every six

low income students. That is higher than the national average. As you realize,

4,3
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many these lqw income students are black students enrolled. iq predominantly

Alack 1eges.

There are three types of.aid -- grants oritcholarships,-cloans, and work-

study or employment awards. With regard to-increasing access; the grant awards

have by far the most significant impact and are most desirable to students.

Students next prefer employment and then, as a last resort, loans., So, if we

want programs which will most quickly enhance access, we should develop giant

programs, then work, and 'finally, loans.
/

Many Southern states have both grant and loan programs. North arolina,

' Virginia, and Arkansas have work programs that operate an.a statewide basis 14't.'
k,

`they are operated with a Minimum,of state dollars. While employment awards are
4

good and more desirable to students than loans, the have problems: One, they

are:-dtfficult to administer on a statewide basis. Two, minority /poverty students
,

who have to rely on employment frequently sacrifice much needed extra

.academic preparation. Three, the' magnitude of financiol need at most institu-/

iional types is such that it is estimated that students would have to work..froM
.

20 to 35 'hours per week in order tomeet their need for additionitTaid,

the kinds of jobs that students typically receive in work-study prograii18, are

4
frequently jobs whtch in this region'would go to heads of very low income fami-

lies.' So, expansion, of work programs with jobs like most programs now feature

is likely to increase unemployment in se nts of the population who most des

perately need jobs.

All but three states, Alabama, Mississippi, and West Virginia, have

agencies which offer guaranteed loans to studentS through thejederal Guaranteed

Student Loan Program or their awn augpices. These programs provide, substantial

amounts of loan 4011ars to undergraduates; an estimate125 million in 1972-73

that;might not otherwi-se beavailableto students frorrivate sources. Where

cncies., banks, savings andl.can.-agencies,there are gUarantee

44
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sources are muc more willing to make loans to students. I strongly recommend

that all states deve

37

guarantee agencies or loan programs to help elicitgup-7

port from private sources.

""""
Loan programs make a

/ dramhtic differencein the a ucational plans of

.middle income and more affluent students and they helj to enhance a student's

fieedom of choice of institutional types of education. But they are of limited

utility in enhancing access of low income students,. This is primarily ue to

reluctance of low income students to accept initial loans and the fac that many

enrolled students have already received aid packages which contain argg loans.

When state and federal aid ..programs really emphasize loan programs, students can

be fo'reed to incur very large amounts of total indebtednes6" for their under

graduate care

Grant programs are the most effective in incrgasinsa4ss, especially if

they are awarded on the sole criterion of financialne d.,

Most Southern states haVe had -experience With ant programs of one kind

or another. But until recent yeas, these programs were almost exclusively of

the type known as Ycatemirical" aid ilrogramso

Categorical aid Programs are designed to hsist specific categories. of

students, for example, students in 'teacher education, medical or health pro-

fessions or children of deceased veterans, policemen, or f[remen. In other'4

words, a student has to meet criteria Other than or in addition to financial

need in order to qualify for a-ssistance from these programs.

Prior to the 1970's, only Florida,. Maryladd; and West Virginia had needs-.

based coMprehensive grant programs. By "comp"rehensive," I mean without the
t

requirement of a specific vocational,preOration career choiCe, at military

ice related requiremeili..).Some other states'hhd scholarship programs

these were needs-based or were administered through institutions. The

.Elorida, Maryland, and West Virginia programs were based on need liut wee

45
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also awarded on the basis o,indication of academic.promise, usually scores 'on

some test. Awarding .grants on the basis of schola4hip helps to enhance:

likelihOod of the state receiving benefits from the awards r- the more academic'

promise a student shows, the more likely he'will graduate.:,Bet they:do little

to increase many minority/poverty atudent's. freedom of access to college. This

is because'many.do mat do well on tests on which receipt of an. award. is-based

.&,

non-competitive, needs-based, comprehensive, program is much better.
10!

"In the 1970's, moreSouthern states began to develop comprehenSive grant

programs but they alsO developed another type of grant program -- the tuition

equalization grant; program. These are programs which ate designed to -offset

the higher costs of
0

tuitions private colleges.-. In 1974,75, Georgia, North!

Carolina, South Carolina, Texas, an /Virginia had some kind of tuition equaliza-

tion program. Dollars available from th= a progra s are awarded exClusively to
t.

priyate college students and amount to near y $27 million.
4.

The Georgia and North Carolina prograe-sre not strictly-based on nee(
y

The Georgiaprogram involves a straight $400 per capita giant to colleges in

- -behalf of every resident, undergraduate enrolled. North Carolina'S program prd-'

vides $200 per resident to.institUtions that contract and agree tomatch.the

$200 and award the-total amounts to needy undergraduates,.;not necessarily th

student in whose behalf the grant was paid-to the institution: The Vir.inia ,

program provides awards to students that are "grants" if den remain.in

the state and meet certain ,mployment requirements after aduation. If the

student does not fulfill hia obligatiop, the "grant" becomes a repayable loan.'

The Sbuth Carolina and Texas prograMs are needs-based awards direct to

students. ,'The maXimum award, in the South Carolina prOgramis '$1,500 per, year;

'iheTexaS maximum ,is $600 or no more than tuition. a, a Public college:::

\

In ead),of ese states persuasive arguments for tuition equaliza
. '

,. . ,

programs have been-made. ,Tuitions are higher at private/colleges and needy
)

ro
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re.idents cannot as easily flford their costs as 'Can those, of public in
.. i

/'

utions. Private colleges educate a significant number of residents whose
N

,

attendance'at public institutions (which receive per ETE appropriations
/
which

r

,

Are g p rally larger than the grants) would be more costly to the states. Private

r

, 4' , .
, /

/
colleges are at a substantial'market disadvantage dile to their higher prices and, /

/

consequently,
,
same are in financial diffidulty which can be alleviated 'y adequ4e

0
. . /

a

_tuition grants and consequent enrollment of more' students. And, finally, main e-

nance of a viable system of public and private institutions strengthens all of.

post secondary education..

Data Exist to support rather conclusively only part of these-arguments',

.that tuition costs are higher and that.some private colleges are in financial

difficulty. There is very little empirical data to Conclusively:demonstrate

that tuition equalization programs make a significant difference in student 0/

/ attendance at private Colleges; athat students who receive the grants would not

have 'gone to these- colleges nyway; that .the programs. have a yignificant impact
. -

on the fiscal, vitality of the institutions; that attendance it public.colleges
.

/ .

would cost the-state more considering that many institution's current facilities

and instructional resources are underutilized; or, that maintenance of a ystem

of public and privateedUcati strengthens all'of post secondaryeducat on. I.

will admit that, there is little evidence to ctisprOve the arguments either.

I believe that needy students should receive awards to be apent'at insti-

tutions of their choice. Needs-based grants equalize costs and permit students

to choose where they will attend. If institutionsi,programs are attractive and

money is generally available, students will attend them. Because the evidence

ia.,so limited, and because monies appropriated for private college tuitions

eqUal4ation programs tothd be used for all needy students, I would strongly

recommend` that these'grant programs be modified to award needs -based grants

direCtly, to all-sNdents, regardless of the type of institution they might

4?
!.



prefer to attend.

In 1974-75, seven states, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Maryland, Tennessee,

Virtinia,'and West Virginia had comprehensive state grant programs which awarded

grants to students at both public and private colleges. Awards from

these programs totaled over $12:.8 ion., The largest were. in Florida, $4.8

million, and in Tennessee, $3.6 million. Significantly, these two states were

the only ires whose average awards to students were greater than the cost of

tuition at the public colleges.

Counting the SOuth Carolina and Texag programs for private colleges as

cOmprehensiv programs, nine of the 14 states had operational grant programs in

1974-75 and they dispensed an estimated Th4 on in aid.

Arkansas and Mississippi have neW:progr which are not yet operati nal

butAhould begin this year with at least'$1.10,408 and $164,366, respectiVely in

funds frOm the ew'Federa/ State Student Incent e Grant Program, a program which

awards funds to states n a matching bpsis fo use in mprehensiye grant programs

Assuming that the funds wild/ /a t least. be matched, n ther one/half million will
/

b 'added to the total avo. Sble from state progra

Alabama, Louisiana, and North Carolina hay pending programs which', if/

. legislative and administrative details can be worked out, will add another

estimated $l15 million dollars to the total, So nxt yea we might anticipate

a grand total'of perhaps/S28 million to be availa/ble in all the 14 Southern

o

/ How do we evaluate these tiyities? There are.at least two ways to
/ . .

lefaluate. sta efforts in 'student aid. We can, lie°the country preacher who

//1 /.
/uses th- standards of the Good Book to evaluate the behavior-of his flock,-weigh

the efforts pf states against some common standard: The standard would be the

extent tp which the states meet the financial needs /of/the citizens with
,

/
/.

dollar and programs w h ave t most impaCt on cess. .Or we can, like th
/

/1
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members of the country preach41X flock, who evaluate their/own behavior on the

basis of what everyone else 1S doing, simply compare Southern state efforts

against what other Ares are doing. I prefer the country Rreacher's criterion

of doing what is needed and right, but unfortunately most policymakers and pOli-7

tieians want to do no more than anyone else is doing. Therefore,..we shall,, loo

at how the South compares with other states.

''1Je can apse the standard of meeting the financial aid needs of enrolled

students 4n each state as cur measure. In 1974 -75, 36 states including the,

nine in this region had comprehensive grant programs. The largest by far were

in Pennsylvania, Illinois, New-Jersey,: New York, and California.: When:we com-

1

pare the size of their aid programs with the amount of financial aid needed in

each state, we find that, on the average, states with financial aid program§ met

6,7 percent of the total financial aid needs in their states. But because the

first Fehr states mentioned above met more than 14 percent of their, students'

needs and. many more met Car 1 Che m:1 ,an percentage is 3.2.percent.:--(Se

Table Six.)

Sotith Carolina, West'Virinia, and Tennessee.all had programs whose, total

doillars awarded exceed the Median. Although South Carolina'S prograffi is for

private college students only, it met ,7.1,.p 'reent of:the financial aid needs in:

the state. :Chat gives it a -ranking of twetlfth13Ut o.36. The average for the

°nine Southern states with programs was 2.5 percent, a

If next year all Southeti ,tat -es developqd or expanded existing compre-

hensive grant. programs to reach tine level of the national median.,-$48.1 million

do-liars would be ava student,ss. This would represent an increase of

nearly $25 million in financial aid in the region', an amount of substantial

Hnifiennce. The largest appropriations wmild be required in North Carolina

and Maryland, $4.i MilliOn ank$2.9 Million, re.s,Pectively. (See Table SeVen.)
. / .

. .

.
.

'-f-be.gan hy/hoting that' the financial: bae'rier is the one .barrier to access,.

/
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/

which 4is m ily documented,,described, And dealt with I hope that r have

documented and descrip4d its nature and magnitude In closing, I would

offer som recommendations which would undoubtedly 0- long way toward
A.

/
dealing with it

1. In order to provide for more equitible distribution of, student

/iinan-,.
'.

.cial aid dollars institutional financ al aid
--, ...

/ ., , , i
programs shouldimplemeneithe

A
recommendations,ofth Nat ona, Task

. j
/ ' -

Force on Student Aid PrOblems, especially those re cling the measu

ment of costs and ability to pay for those costs

In order to enhance participation in financial' idlitograms by, the

private sectors of the econ every state`. should deVelop and/;or

expand Its guaranteed gency

/
3. In Order to enhance freedom-of access to post secondary educatiOn and

meet, its commitment to its citizens, every state Sho l develop anti

/I /

expand its comprehensive grant program to the minimum leVeI of funding

represented by the national median of 3.2 percent of their enrolled

. /
4. In order to achieve the utilization of all its studentaid

0

funds, states should djscontinue all categorical aid programs and ue

funds.for those programs to/sUpport the comprehensive grant proiraMt

t
)

In order to maximize its oWn erforts in'student'aid,:states should

make every possible effort to target the.award4 from theit grant

studentS' needs: This step:- stld'take plaCe in the coming year

programs so they will Supplement An4 complement aid from the other

sources.

50



-TABLE ONE

,/

Full-Time Equivalent Undergraduate
/ Enrollment, Aggregate Financial Need,',

Available Aid, and Unmet Need
Southern Region, 1972 -73,

(Amounts in 1,000s)

Inskitutional Type

4 -Year Public
2-Year Public
4-Year, Private
2-Year Private

TOTAL

Institutional'Type

4-Yeor Public/
2-Year Public
4 -Year rivabk
2-Year Private.

.Enrollment Need

893.17 7.75,852

?41.69. 189,112

273.68 502,559
27.50. 30,934

1,436.04 $1,498,457

A Aid

70,569
96,453
1,094-

27

$4258,710

43

Unmet Need

$199,744
47,401
201,380
.10 478

$459,003

Enrollment vailaple Aid Unmet Need

62.i

.

43.5

'16.8 12. bi 3 10.3

j(9.1 20.4 43.9

/1.9
.21 2.3 2.3

Source: Stanford Research Institute, Menlo Park, California
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/Ayerage inancial Need Per Full -Time
Eciliklent Undergraduate Student`,

.Lola Income Studentsl, By Institutional Types
. 1972 -73

Table Two

State

Alabama

Arkans s,

Flo

Georg
4 -1(

Kentucky

Lotlis4na

"/
la Mend

ssissippi

North Carolina

South Carolina

Public .Fublic Private:
4-Year 2- .Year 4-Ye

$1,969 '$1 ;324 ;385

1,462' ,06 744836 1,291
/

2,21 ,469 3,492 2,5102,23'

/ __'------

1,8 1,767 3,132-:F"- ,1,710,
,---

1,418 _2 2;190

1781 1,580 3,160:
Y / .

2,037 1,585 3;351 '- ,

,

1,604 78

,

,8 '2,037 1,504
//

1,845 1,284 2;881 1,801

2,007 : 1,584 ,,,/, 2,-,446 1,652

1,734' , 1,187 i 2,742 '.1,727

1,',697 1,395. 2,828 '.. 1,788'

1,829 l,795 .2,793

---*,

1,546 1,260

Tennessee,

TexaS

Virg nia

Wes Virginia

egion $1,759

52

Nation $1,sj/.2

$2,697

$3,253.4'

1Low income students are those from fa ilies with incomes of less than / ,

$9,000 per year.

/777'
2paia for two-year public colleges in tuckyear combined,with
`year public colleges,

- Source:

*

Stanford Resear\c Institute '14enlo Park Califorli la



TABLE THREE

Weighted Average Tuitions and Costs
at Public Colleges, 1972-731

State

Alabama

tenses

Public
4 -Year

Tuition Costs

$491 $2,548

411 2,040 281,

564 2,828 259

4 2,44 323

514 2,017
8

301 :1,962 '
l 208

645 2,629 667

Florida

Georgia

Kentucky;:

LouiSiana,

Maryland

Mississippi

rth Carolina

South Cardfina

Tennessee

Texas

Virginia

West Virginia

Public,
2-Year

Tuition Costs

/

$2b6 $1,662

;469 :2;181 :233' 1,316

455 2,02 129 11,824

581 2',608. 283, 2,107

372 2;321 174 1,729

285 241

-.592 2,432 229 2,339

, 291 2,145 245 ;1,802

Region

Nation

$460. $2,349 $267 /876

$529' $2,655 $405- $2,0,4'

IWeighted by-proportions of students paying those costs.

2Data for two-year public colleges i Kentucky are combined with

four7year public colleges.

Source: Stanford Research,Instit te, Menlo Park, CAlifornia



Z State

Alabama

Arkansas

Florida

GeorgiA

KenAucky,

Maryland ;

Mississippi

North. Carolina

South Carolina

Tennessee.
,

Thies

Virginia

West Virginia

Region

Nation

TABLE FeUR
t---

Public Tuition and .osts
as a Percentage f'

Percapita Income, 72-73

Per Capita Income
in 1973

.P blicL4
Tuition/ CI Costs/PCL

.Publict2
Tuition/PCT Cd8ts1 PCa

,724

3,680.

4,6

. .

3067

_3,825

5,331

3,448

4,120

f

3,817

3.,946

4,336

4,715

3,,828

.684.

.113

.130.

121

.136

.110

-A94

.125

.126

.076

.553

.:546

.063

.082

.442

.426

.

* Data for tw4-y ar public colleges in Kehtu ky are
with data for our:year:public'toIleges.

contained.

Sources: Stanford Research -Institute, Menlo Park,./elifornia
Current Population Repotts, 488.
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Tuitionsas a-Percentage Of Financial
ed, Low Income Stddents,'1972-731

State

Alabama '

Arkansas

..-
- Public 4-Year

7 Need Afteru
'Tuition/Need Tuition

.281 1,051

.253 .1,669°

.257 NN 1;384

:362 . . 904

.218 1,077 .

.317' 1,392

.292 135

1,390

.289 1,426

.215.

,168

.324N

Georgia

Kent ky

-Maryland

Mississippi

Nort
\
Catalina

-South Carolinaalina

Texas

VirOnia

West Virginia

Region

Nation

1
--1,avt,income..siudents

$9:;000 Iier year.

2Data fot'iw,o7year publicallegeS
' year public colleges..

.26i

1,362

1

1;237

,

.147

Public 2 -Year

Need After

an /Need Tuition

$1,118"'

.264

.176

.183

2

785

1,3

91

.210

.100 1,155

.179 1;301

.147 1,013

.173 1,154

.128 1,566

L,015.194

$1,29 .196

.272 a 41_3413_ .257

are those m families with incomes of less than

in Kentucky are coTbined with four-
N\

Source:: Stanford Research-/nstitute,'Menlo Park, California
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l'ennsylyania

Illin

New. Jersey

New.fork

Wisconsin

TABLE SI3,

Rank Order of State Comprehensive
. Grant Program Awards, As a

Percentage of Total Financial Need
States With.Pedgrams..

Colorado

Ver:Mont

Indiana .4

Minnesota

Michigan

Iowa

.191

.477

.166

Sciuth Carolina

Ohio

. California

Kansas

Rhode Island

West 'Virginia

Tennessee

tassOuri

Washington

Massachusetts

Oregon_

. 097 Connbcticut

.084 Florida

.079 Texas

.077 North Dakota
P N

.077. Georgia

.076 South Dakota

.073

.071

.O62 Virgini

. 058 Nebrask

.056 OklahOma

. 038 Delaware

. 016

.033

Maine

'Kentucky

N

.032

431:

. 031

.029 c.

.026

.025
4

Maryland

National Average .067

Southefn States Avera .025

Median Percentage .032

.016

.01i-

. Q10

.009

.Oo4

. 00i

.006

. 006

. 002

Source: .NatiOnal Association of State Scholarship Programs 1974-75 Under-
,

. Graduate' Stat6-Schalarship/Grant Programs.
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TABLE*SEVEN

Comprehensive-Grant Program Dollars
Weeded to Meet the National
Median yercentage of Student

Financial Aid. Needs

(Amounts in 14,000s)

, Available Dollars Dollars
State in 1974-75 Needed Necessary

'Region

Alabama $ 0 'S

Arkansas : 1101 1,210

Florida 4,854 .6,135 ',"4'

Georgia ,3,195

------

yeniUcy *555 1/836
.,

Louiliana 0 2496

Maryland 321
., .

3,267'

Mississippi. 164 . 1,637

-North .Carolina 406 4,493.

SouttcCaiolina 6,080 2,736

Tennessee 3,618 3,494

,-----

Texas 7,500 , 9,996

V rgin 800

W t-Virginia 1,500 1,324

$27,104 ,.$48,07

1 Dol ars a ocated in 1974-75 from the Federal State StUdent Incentive'
'drant Program.

$ 2,679

1,100

1,271

1,28,1

2,902

49

2,946;

1,573

4,087\

-

2,496

, I

$24,737

2Programs are exclusively for prixote.colleke students.
5

.--,,,...

.

' Soli-tel Stanford Research Institute, Menlo Park, California
. 1 :

National Associatinn of state ScilnlarShip-ProgtaMs0974-75
DndergradUate State-Scholarshin/biantltograms.
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SO

N.

Some Documents ondEducational Finance'

Virginia- Fleming

the South

A. Facts About Educational Achieveme4t, Income? Taxes,
and Educational Appropriations in Southern States

SoutheTn states are generally ,- and, in some cases
r \

dramaticajly. -- behind the national aYeragP in grad4atingNtheiT

young Oople from high.school; in four Southern states a third`

of the ninth graders do, not graduate'(Table 1). Southern states

are also on average somewhat below:the national standard in'the

number' of high school graduates who attend college (Table 2)..

. Not that in some cases states

school send a relat4vely large numbe

uates to college (Mississippi and Florida) . In other states a

a'.h4gh drop-out rate in high

their high school grad-
.

seriously high dropJout rate is combined with,a very low nerCsen-
,

N

,

e of g aduateS going on to College (peorgia -Alabamai,

Ar16.'sa

SOU-theTTI generally have low e personal incomes, and'

lower -tax basesan revenues (Tables 3, and 5) ..\ It ls

true that Southern-states do not tax themselves .at `a rate mac

above,the nation _average to compensate for these 16Wer

.

fl in fact, about;:half the Southern statescax7themselves

at a rate below the _national average:,--(Table 5, andE. G lambos,
--_,

State and local Taxes in the So7t!hc_l973,\' Southern Regional
. ,

Council,' Atlanta) .e
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The South is well bMind the national average in provi.ding

higher education aces in public college's for its young people.

Table .6 shows the ratio of its own college-age population that each

Southern state enrollS. Table 7 shbws what proportion of its

young People go to college in any state. Clearly college-age

youth in Southern states. have far less higher educati on. opportunity.

than those in other 'regions.

Southern state appropriations for higher educstion, are,

increasing at a faster rate than other regions. (Table 8)

When comPare`21 with the relatively low personal incomes of

their citizens, or with the relatively low state tax revenues,
. ,

eSouth n- state appr011riations 'are generally above -average.

sylvania,' ndVirginia, MA'ryia ennessee are exceptions, ma,ffnt-4

<1

Penn-

,

low efforts by both measures. (Tables 9, 10 and 11)

Southern states appropriate somewhat more dollars per

student for whom they do provide a place: This support tends to

bkeep tuitioni_inSouthern public'colleg6s somewhat -elJbw average.

(Table 12)
4

A key iiarison;- however, is between the dollars provided

andthe number of college-age youth in the population, -or between

appropriated dollars' and the entire state population. In

both respects, Table 12 indicates that .Southern Atates.are far

v behind the.national average.
ti

-5 9
1
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TABLE'

PUBLIC HIGH-SCHOOL CRAJUATES IN 1972-73

AS PERCENT OF NINFII-GRADERS IN FALL 1969

1'cnnsyivanin.

Maryland

Oltlaho.na

Virginia

irielst Virginia

Tennessee

85.

390

77.3

74.6

73.9

71.67
South Carolina 70.3;

Kentucky 69.1

Texas 6S.7

North Carolina

Lou 1 s 1 ana,
67,c)

Arkansas 66.9

Florifla 65.3

\Alabama
64--.

Georgia 63,5

I a Ss! ssi ppi 56.2

National Average 76.8.

Source: National Ertucation...Association,- Reseal-
States,. 1974

60
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Table 2

Total college enrollment as a-percent of population aged 18-21 and
18-24, 1960 total college enrollment as a percent of popUlation

aged 18-24, 1972 ansi 1980; students entering collage in
1972 for first Woe as a percent of high'` .

school graduates in 1972

State
1960

18-21 19-24

1972 A8s0

'1
18-24 18-24

Students Entering
College as a Percent

of High School
, -Graduates

1972

United States 39.2 > 23.1
SREB States 28.0 16.8

Alabania 24.9 15.0
Arkansas 26.3 16,5
Florida. . j... 27.7 1Q.0

Georgia , 21.5 12:8
Kentucky 27.6 16.7,
Louisiana 31.8 19.1

Maryland 33.2 19.4

Mississippi .. ..... 26.8 17.1

North CaroRna . 23.9 14.6
South Carblina.,.. 19.8 12.5

Tennessee 30.5 18.6
Texas 34.9 '- 26,5
Virginia 23.4 14.0
West Virginia 30.9 19.0

362 40.8
28.6 33.8

27.7 31.4
23.9 22.8
32.2 39.7

22.0
25.4
28.2
33.4

29.0
27.2
24.7

30.0
23.6.
28.6
39.1.

25.3
32.7
27.0

28.9 33.0
32.0 39.7
26.5 36.6

-131.0 31..3

SOSPICES: U.S.,Census of Population, 1960; Current Pop
(March, 1972); U.S. Office of Educi.tion, Oncr no Pal
preliminary data; Digest of Educational Stall tics, U
1880 projected by SREB. Projection of 1980 ,opulati

57.9
55.3

53.3

2.7

44.2'
43.6
52.1
55.2

6.9.9
53.9
56.9,,

53.2
57.4'
63.1
55.4

'ports, Series P-25, No. 479
Enrollment, 196(1 and 1973
73. Collegie enrollment (or
n from Table 5,

Source: Sciuthern Rer=,ional ducation Board,
Fact roots on' !li.e7her Educatioi in the South,

and l Atlanta, -1 4

53.
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.f
BLE 3 //

Per.capita persona Income, 1955, 19 5, 1973;
percent ,ncrease 1955497

E State 1955 1965 197
Percent Percent

Increase Increase
1955-1973 1965-1973

United Sta es $1,876 , $2,770 $4,918 162.2 77.5SREB St. es , 1,41 2,225 4,246 1991.9 90.8South as/ Percent ,

of U.S 4.5, 80.3 86.3 , ..
Alabama 1,233 1,965 3,7 4 902.;0 89.5Arkansas 1,142 1,885. 3,180 222.2 95.2Florida 1,620 2;381 ,647 186.9 95.2

Georgia
, .

' 1,375 2,183 ' 4,243 ., 208.6 904..41 `----Kentucky 1,328*. 2,087 3,967 198.7 90.1Louisiana ' 1,396 2,119 3,825 .174.0 80.5Maryland, 1,602 ,,..`. 2,962 5,331 232.8 S0.0

yississippi / 1,020 ,17669s /3,448 238.0 -106.6North Carolina 1,313 .2,077: 4;120 213.8 93.4South Carolina 1,181 1;g97 3,817 223.2 101.2'
' 1,-:-. , - (

. ,---,
..7---.,:Termessee ....,:____ . 1,281 .2,068 3,946 208.0 90,8

1,667 ,2,404 4,336 ..60.1 80.4Virginia 1,571 4,715 200.1 94.4West Virginia 1,326 . ,088 '3,828 188.7 . 8a.3_/
SOURCES: Current Population RepOrls, Series P-25, No. 141 (October 19, 1956), No. 351(October 113, 1966) and No. 4SS September, 197:1); U.S. Department of Com-merce, Survey of Current Business, April, 1974.

Source: Southern' .,Rerrictrial Educatibn Board, FactBOok on. itiFther Education in the South 1973 andy,rty14 (-A t 1 an t a , 1''374)

62



PER-CAPIIA PERSONAL INGO:1;2

SOUTH:MN STATES 1972

tB

As Percent of

taryland

Dollars Per-,Capita National Avcrale

:4,882 103.68

Pennsylvania 4:465 99.4
A

Florida 4,378' 97.5.

Virginia 4,298 95.61

Texas- 3,991 32.2

-Georgia

orth,eZ.Olina

/
0% mlahoa

TeAnc s see

Kentucky

West Nirgi

LOutsi.-ana

South Carolin4i.

Alabama

Arkansas

NVsstss

Vation'al Ave-rage --T.

3,909.

3,799

379,5

3,C71

3,.609

3,594

3,543

3,477

3,420

3,365

3,137

4,492

. 6

,S4.5

:11.7

80.3

f30.0

73,.9

55

4.9

Source: National Educatioly ssOciatien'- Research: Rankin:,s of t

Stat. 1974



56

Pennsylvania

Onryland

Florida .

West Vir4nla

TABLE 5

Pdr-Capita State

Tax Revenue, 1973

366.95

357.74

3244)§

316'.76

North Carolina
314:33

Louisiana
300.69

1:entue:y
303.1;4

Soytn.Carolina
302.02

291.04

Mississip0 289.91

Georgia
283.72"'

Alaba-z 263.07
/

260.88

.256.77

Tennessee 243:90

Texas'
239.02

National Average.

Source::

324.9 -1

State Tan Revenue .fn 1971-72

As percept of/Personal

Income, in
/
7.3

3f

6.9

6.0

/5.5

National t:(lucatIon Association Researeht .Rankin s of theStates, 1974

i/
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RATIO OF RESIDENT UNDERGRADUATE ST JDENTS ENROLLED IN STATE OF RESIDENCE. TO

NUMBER OF 18- to 2 -YEAR-06541%1 STATE (1968

State

Alabama

Arkansas

Florida

Georgia

Kentucky

Louisiana

arylAnd

Studeaks
Enrol1ff in
own state

N.

Number of 18-
21year- olds

71,7150 254,700'

38,347 133,000

134,269 424 ,.800 ,

73,069 Jn 352,900

-62,032 220,600

87,85 ' 268J

73,(725 ---- 5,609

North Carolina 385,20

Oklahoma 72,486

Pennsylvania- 43-1;100

\

Radio

. 28

. 29

.32

. 21

. 27

. 33

. 27

:30

. 21.

.42

.32

. 27

. 35

.18

;28

South ,Carolina
7

32,503

enneS see ___/r75,641 277,800

Teas 285,976 81 ,800

4

Virginia

West Virginia

66,964 37 ,100

34\,593 12 409

"National Average P 4,735,0730 13,809 cm

Source: Carnegie Commi
'Campus (Meth'

Sion on -Higher Education ,
Berkeley, April 1974

. 34



TABLE 7

RATIO OF RESIDENTS ,6F g'rATE ENROL ED AS UNDERGRADUATES

IN ANY STATE TO NUMBER OF 18- TO EAR4)tDS IN STATE '(1968)

State

Alabama

Arkansas

',Florida,.

Georgia

Aftriltuc

Lo siana

aryland

Mississippi

North Carol

Oklahoma

.1

Student;
Residents

R0448

44.,682

160,.444

86,835

71,834 /

/94,331

99,,4

56

Number of 18-
21-year-olds

Penn'sylv_ania

SouthsCarolina

\ Tenriessee

Texas

VirgiAi

West Virg nia

529.

79,995

294,,698

4.1,993,

/.1 86,045,

302,136

97169g

3,9,615'

Natio alb Average

Source:

5,632,266

254,700

i31,000

424,800
\

350;900

229,600

20,00

275,600

1

385,200

171 ,500

731,300

21'0;900

,277 ;1300

,'814,800'

371 100

;121,400

.32

. 34.

.38

. 25

. 31

. 35

. 36

. 33

. 24

. 46

.4p

20

/r
/ 13 809 0 Q

/
Carnegie Commissio on 11. gher Educittio :The Capitol
the Campus' Berkeley;; April 1974)

// , 7
//-
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State operational appro riations for iligifeteducaticin,
1963-64, 197.1 -72 a' d 1973-74: percent increase,

1972-1 74 and 1964-1974

propriations 1000's:

;Lite 0 /
1963,6'4 1971-72 1973-74 .

United States... $2, 8?.,473 $7.710,319
SREB States. . . 560,720 2.118 895
South as a Per -

cent of U.S.. 25.7 27.5

Alabama.
Arkansas i
Florida;

29,133 '.
20,369.
68,143

Georgia . , 35,270
K ntucky 32,164

55,847
Maryland 34,812

North Carolina.
South Carolina.

Tennessee
Texas
Virginia
West, Virginia

19,873
46,763
17,360

28,324
114,924
35,858
21,875

S9,657,997
2,732,314

28.3

166.807 147,526 38.5 406.4
52.177 73,411 40/.5 260.5

24.540 346,056 4p.0 408.0

1972=1944' 1964-1974

25.0 '342.5
2S.9 3/37.3

59.

162.953 218,660 3 .3' ,520.0'
120,489 148,214 ,0 ,360.8
139,916 158,855 3.5 184.5
141,913 172,826 21.8 .396.5

84,112 112,868 34.3 468.0
22:3,486 287,115 28.5 514.0
34,278 14,3,402 70.3 726.0

114,034 147,253 29.0 419.8
418.369 487,874 16:5 324.5
153,433 206,458 34.5 475.8
69.38 81,7p6 18.0 . 274.0

SOURCE: NIASULGC, Appropriation,' of Stale Tax Fundi hr Operating Expenses &j Higher
Education, 1973-74.

,Source: Southern Regional Education Board, Fact ,Book
on Higher Education in the South 1973 and
.1 9 7 4 CAtlinta , 9 7 4)
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Total personal income, 1963, 1973; percent increase; 1963-1973;:
State operationaliaPprOpriations for higher education ,+

per $1,000 of Personal income, 1963, 1973
/ . ,7

Siate,

Total Personal Income
0

State Appropriations'.

Percent
1963 1973 ;Increase

(0p0,000's) (000,000's)' 1963-1973

,per $1,000 of
Personal Income

1963 . 073 .-

United States '$463,054 $1,032,045 , .122.9
SREB States
South as a Per-
. cent of U.S.. .

105,858 262,985. 148.4.

22.9 .

Alabama. 5,712 , 13,180 130.7 5.10. 11.19Ar ansas 3,097 7,496 142.0 6.5$ 9.79/
Fl, rida 11,849 '35,680 201.1 s 5.75' 9.70.

7;844 20,307 158.9 4:50 / 0.77
5,74/1 .13,259 131.0 5.60" 11.18
6,292* /14,397, 128.N 8.88 11.03-

e4/8,944 21,697'i 142.6 3,89/ ",g97

3,292 7,864 .138.9 6.04 14.35
84618 21,726 152.1 5.43 131°2
3,946 10,46 163.7 4.4 13.78

$4.71 t $ 9.36
5.30 10_39

Georgia
,kentucky.
Louisiima
*ryland

Mississippi.
.**North Carolina-. .

South-Carolina....

. Tennessee . ..
,

: . ... . 6,644
Texasi, ' 21,649
,Virginia..... 8,966

= West Virgin) 3,264/

16,279 145.0
51,144 136;2
22,683 153.0
6 867 110.4 /

.26 9.05
/5.31 9.54
4.00 9.,0
6.70 11.91

SOURCpS: Surrey of Current Busluess,Aigust; 1973, April, 1974: NASULGC, Appropria-/ Buss of SIcfr Tax Fund: fyi Operating Expenses of Higher Education, 1943 -71. .

.',Source:'..,aouthern Regional 'Education Board 'Fact Book
on:Higher EduCation the South 1973 and
1974 4A-t-lanta,, 197.4)

-t



TABI:F. 10

State Operational appropriations for higher education, 1973-74;
tax tevenues, 1973; aporooriations as a percent of tax.

"revenues, 1963.64, 1968 -69 and 1973-74

State

1973-71 State
Operational

Appropriations
(000's)

United tatei. :S9.657,997
SREjl Sta es... 2.732,314
South as a Per-

cOht of U.S., .. 28.3

Alabama
Arkans4s .

Florida.....

147,526
7%411

346,056

Georgia 218,660
Kentucky 148,214
Louisiana. , 158,855
Ntat-Yland ..... N172,826

Mississippi. . 112.868
North Carolina... 287,115
South Carolina 143,402

'Igen tiessee

Virginia
West Virginia. .
M.

147,253
487,874
206,458

81,796

1973
Tax Reveriues

$67,939;452
17,874,934 ,

26.3

931,001
523.0:39

2,487.791

1,357.866
1,015.435
1,165,677
1,456,203

_yr
.661,294

1,657,474
825,434

1.006,314
2,818.943 k

, 1,400.204
568.259%

Appropriatinns as a
Prc.nt of Taxes

1963-64 .136S-69 1973-74

9.9. 13.9 14.2
9.1 14.3 15.3

8.9 11.0 15.8
10.7 15.4 14.0
11.5 16,1 13.9 .

8.0 15.3 16.1
9.5 16.2 I 14.6-

11.0 13.4 13-.6

8.1 10.3 14.9

9.0 14.8
7.5 12.7 . 17.3-
6.2 9.6 17.4

6.9 12.7 14.6
10.2 18.0 17.3
8.2 .1 7 ler:/
9.5 15. 14.4

SOURCES: US: Department of Commerce. S:ale Tax Collectioni in 1973, 19
NASULG A ppriSpriation$ of Stale. Tax /Fund:, for Operaqn,g
Education, 19 9 and 1973-74. -

SoOt
on Hi
1974

ern Regio
her Edticat
tlanta,,7

1

ptr

and .1945;,
of higher/

Educ



62.
s'e 'o t

'fABLE 11

e s

CORPARATINE EXPENDITURES ON PUBLIC HItHER 'EDUCATION,

1967=68r. .

Alabama

Percent .of
Pet- -Cifitta-inc-orri:e

'
,

'Arkansas`, .833..

Florida

Gebrgia.

Kenttieky

..756

.726

.952

-- Louisiana 1:100
..\ . A .

A

10 r32 `,
:i .

.Maryla ^ , 613 659. ,,,,-

. , . s ;.-
S

Tbrbent oaf
Pet ta.i.ea'':axes

.0- .

8;72
r

'4.

. 8.88

.7.. 91

8.13

' '10 84

t

'.

. 1. 0.Miasit.sippi
g

, '.96 p
s.

9:.. ,
0

; . p , , .. ,.
North 4Carrolina i

,
.743 \ 8.04 .4 ,.,

,.e4,.
J,.726,- .7,55'., Oklahqma .' , ri. I .

. :-- r
.( ,

.

0 PetinSylvania - .443 , : : .1:17, *

' South Ca'alipa
.

..7 71. I
,

e

.
.

z. 8;62
,!

-: . ,, a 4. . ''

. Tend-esSed .- , ,'' 69,3. -." ,'"----7H
76

-,

:-.Atir ..- ,

:texas , 4.7 3. .
. '9.22_. ,. r- -'-'-- -;,<_ , . , . ,_

Virginia -.- . -, .333 , 6.37
..

-. ,

1.095, ,.

. `1.1.4 .West Virginj.a

. ,
. Natibnal average 7 6

-. .
,

\ -.. .

S u r c e : oaxne"ie Commission on Higher Education; -The Capitol
-, and the Cam (1cG&c-1(11, 1971'). pp. 48-51 `..,,

4 ,

Oa

),1

ae,

.
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TABLE 11

.f. COMPARATIVE- EXPENDITURES ON PUBLIC HIGHER.EDUCATION

1967 -68

Alabama

Percent of
Per Capita Income

765'

,833.

. 726

.952

1.100

.613

.96.

Arkansas

Florida

teorgia
Kentucky

tbuisiana
Maryla

Mississippi

North Carolina

-Oklahoma

Pennsylvania

ouch Carolina

Tennessee

Texas

Virginia

West Virginia

National average

. 743

. 726.

.448

. 771

.693

3

Percept of
Per Capita 'Gatos

'8.72
8.68

7.91

8.13

10.84

-16. 3 2

6.59

9.47

7.55

11

8.62

7.76

9.22

6,37

11..43

Commission' on, Higher Education, The Capitol
mpus (McGrhur-Hill, 1971) pp. 48-51



TABLE 12-

,

SOUTHIncAND Avy`.0 APIXPRIATIOPS
,\A2',,Z

Dollardrec Student-, Dollars ,er Person
Enrolloa '1974 'V..24 Years, 1970

Kentucky
cf

Georgia

WeSt Virginia

Florida

Arkansas

Louisiana.:.

Pennsylvania

973

896

895

r 870

p738

./52

747,
.

'Xorth 0.arolina *746
.,

Virginia 725

Alabama 720.

South Carblina 633,
1

Texas 682

Maryland v...

644

%
Tennessee

4

622
.

n ,

Mississippi, 563

Oklahoma . '542.

National Average 734 e

Southern A rage 740

_245

63 7

Doll

Per Ca

, 193

290'

, 287

, 194

,- 204

244

139

179

186

135

219

210

179

159

193

3.09

4/.50

36410

29.12

34.18

30.25

35.46

29.96

-22.18

27.26

31.26'

31.22

25.

33.44

27.80

.255 34.

189 30.80

ourCes: 'American Council on Eddcation, P.A.S.

Carnegie Co=ission on flThher_ducation, The Capitol
\

and -he Campus (P71) \ppm 'lc

'71
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B. Facts About Southern State Aid Programs

Southern states have traditionally provided very little direct

student, aid for their college-age population. There have been some

small incentive programs over the years, such as scholarships in

teacher education or nursing to encourage students to enter. these

fields._ Somd.states have other specialized loan programs. But they
ti

generally relied on federal aid, for grants to students, and on federal

-aid to guarantee the recent state- administered loan programs which are

by nowquite significant. Until J974, Florida and Tennessee were the

on ly SoutherW,states' which had any s.i,gnificant tacross-the-board need-
,

based grantprogram.', xN

Over the last five years, increasing pressure to help p'Tivate
1

institutions has brought about, a new form of student:aid: tuition

of Tet grants. Typically these grants range from $200 to $400. per
,

,student enrolled at a private college, op,'the theory that this is
0 .

)

les- s expensive than support of a student in, the state's public

system. In some states the grants were automatic, in others-based
.

on financial need. In some states the grants were available to

students in public colleges as well. A few of the' states limited
t

the programs by restricting them. to students with certain acadeMic

du ificatiaons.

Then n 1972 Congress, amended th.e Highei Education Aet with the
.

Intent of drawl-mg /out mot student' aid. from the states; the State
,

Student Incentiv Grant program (SSIG) provides federal matching

funds for quali ing state need-based programs.. To qualify, state

aid-awardS may e giveff to students at public or private institu-k

tions, 'they may-,be scholastically competitive or not, but they

92
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must be based on financial need.

This

-

prograM was'fundedin 'a smallway in 1974-75 for
4

first time, and at a somewhat larger rate for-75776. Even on

si

this limited scale it has proved to be extremely effective in

drawing out new or relAsedi'state appropriations for state aid..

Seven. Southern states had qualifying -programs in f973-74 and ten

in 1974-75; of the remaining five, air have just passed or 0-e

in the process of passi legislation. which will enable the

Participate in 1975 -76.

Several .states which had tuition of t grants available only

to-students rivate institutions have cony- ted those programs

,.

111

to cOmprehensiv ones (Kentucky, Texas and Virginia Som= states

I

preferred td keep,the private college tuition offset'prog , and

add a new, comprehensive program:(Georgia, and probably 'North
- .

Caro-lina).

There are2several important chatacteristics of a state'ajd

program which affect its impact on equal oppar,tunity: (1) is i

based on financial need? (2) is itvailable to students at all
41,

stitutions,,, or just private ones? (3) is it restricted in any

way by academic qualifications? and (4) is it of sufficient size

to make a difference?

Table 13 shOws the current characteristics of Southern state

Programs in some of these respects (some of them changed from

thdir 1974-'75 status). Table 14 gives more detail about those

states which participated in the.SSIG program in 1974-75.

,73
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1
TABLE 13

A
CIIARACTERISTICS souniEr.N STAT TuDENT AID PROCIZA: ;S

Alabama
New prog ram

Need Rased )1..1 Or'
rivat e

Yes Doti)

Arkansas
New-pi7oc,ram Yes. Roth

Florida
Stee!it Grants

Georc-i(t
Inceni ye,
SCholarsh,ips

ral/State
poll rs 74-75

. Effective
Date

July, 1975.
e$524,000)

.

July, 1975.
($22,000)

.

Ye loth $4 264;0 5 'Jefore 1372

'Yes Both $1,1,116 74-1,5

Tuition Grants . Private $4,55,,000 - 'Pefore 1,972

Yes loth
VentyCk
SSIG

Louisiru
New proAram

Mary
Geneva, tate
Scblarship.

Senatorial.
Scholarship

Delegate
Scholarships

NOrth,Carolina
,new prof;ram

Tuition grants

Yes' Roth

$554,500 74 -7.5

Yes Both .$.320,500
o

boo Loth S2,223,509

No Both $151,020 2

Ye s

No

,/ July, 1075
($51)0 00'0)

F,efore 1972

Before 1972

.Before,-1972

Toth : July, 1975
(-$:46,000)

PrVate $4,600,000 fore 1972'
($9,200,000 for 75-76), ',

flississinni
Prornm Yes : Both July, 197.5

($340,opo)



Oklahoma
:Tuition Aid Grants Yes ;Both. $540,000 ,

South Carolina
Tuition grants Yes Private $6,080,000

**
Tennessee
Tuition grants
" Yes Roth $1,6 " 205.

Texas
'Tuition Grants Yes Both $ 500 000

Vir2inia.
Yes . Both $800,000ola-iips

!fest Virinia
"gcholarhips Yes Roth, $1,500,000'

67.

.74-75

Before 1972

Before 1972

Before 1972

73-74

Before 1.972

V

*. These new programs- pending in stafe.legislatures in June,
1975, are all assured of passage but in some cases are not

yet established in final form.

* In'Tennessee, litigation brought to test the constitutionality
of state aid to students at private i itutions has caused

considerable change in the pros ects or next year. While the

SSIG program is apparently to e spent, much of the other

state money may be suspended.

It

Note: In .the case of Florida South Carolina, Fennessee,
and West- Virginia, the SSIG program does not provide as

much as half. of the total for.need-hasod aid. These

states appropriate far more student aid than their present

SSIG :formula allocation can match at'-its presently limited

level of funding.
1

Source.: National Association of State-Scholarship Programs,
U. S., Office of Education, and state student aid

officials:
. 1 .;'''

75
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69

Although these new and'expanded programs are an encouraging

beginning, they are generally still too small to be of real impor-

tance in increasing the-access of poor students tO higher
4.

'education (Table 14). K.-

The national average of per capita student aid appropriations

amgng,states with such aid programs is $2.51. No Southern state

is at Or above this standard. South Carolina comes closest, with
- -

$2.35, but no other Southern.state exceeds 11.00 per capita.

The national' average of student aid appropriations per .student
,,

d in higher education is $45,15. South Carolina exceeds
. :

that verage at a rate of $53.15.' The,next highest is Tenness e

Perursylvania is a dual-sjrstem state included in thea.ams

11,11-g;tion, although it/is not normally considered outhern

state. It has the second largest student aid nio am in the country.

New York, PennsyTifania and.Illinois together a ount for more than

half the state aid dollars, appropriated\

s-

,

*A state wit.h-a-system of higher education which AS colleges
founded for blacks, and'whicl; ntohOited. admissXbn then.
white schools by blaCk tudent-.s. \



)Alpbama

Atkansas

TOLE/15
/

Southern ,and Adams StaLes Student Aid'Eff.drt-/
ComnreLrsnsive PrD:7

1974-75 Award Dollars
Per 1970 Population M

0

/0

Florp.da .72

Geoltia

le,entucky

Loulsina

Maryfknd

North Caro Lb a

Oklahoma

Pennsylvania

South Carolina

Tennessee\

Texas

Virginia

West Virginia

26

. 17

0

.03

0

Average: of all states
with programs

1974- 5 Award Dollars,
Pe Enrolled Student°J

0

0

7.62.

4.9

1-..72;

4.07

6.21 163.q1

Z.:35 53.15

.92. 22.03

.E)7

.17 3.72

.86- 21.05

2.51 45.15.'

Source: (1) National- Association'Of State Scholarship Programs
(2) Carnegie Council on po40 Studies in Iiigher

Education, The Federal Role in Postsecoindary
'Education, JosSey-Bass,' San Francisco, 1975, Table 7

78



AppendiSCA

ata pn Race and Income' Inequities

The data in chapter I are largely Atawn from published,

sources the U. S.-Bureau of the Census-*and the an ual F

Survey of the American Council:on Education- The tai es upon

%which the statements are based ar available fruthern/
Education Foundation.

/
Two unpublished sOurceS.'were,usedfo.r the/S Conference,

however, and elevant additional table re reproduced here,
4

_

TaWies l'an 2 are drawn from. -w data supplied by the Cooperatlire
$

of'the American;COuncil et .EducationInstituti 1 Research4Program

`and the Universit. f California at Angeles, based on the same
) .

/
i

annual surve: )11 oPnter ngfreshmen: Data'en'Southe institutions .-

over 44,4571 udents,in 89 institutions in twelve 1/ates Thd,

tables and comparison, were compiled for the Conference.

Jab' 3 is reproduced from the Motion for Further Relief
4

tilled by plaihti.ffs in thp Adams v. Richardson case (Civil jtion,

NUmfier 09570 in ft'he United States District CoUrt-of,the DistrNt

of Columbia and 'di:Splays nts,of blacks \in Sou ern
.7/

public college in 1974.
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TABLE gi /
.

.

. . 7 ''/-/
NT OF FRESHMEN I _HIGHER ED by13-Y ;RACE

Il
1 LECTED, SOUTHERN INST.iTUTfON 974'

I

cent' black, enrollment:

West

; 3.5.

*
}n .the twe_ ve states of the survey, the black

atidn is, 19.4 /p.erc nt of the total ,populatictn:
College age placke/ repr sent a somewhat greater
proportion of th ir age groiap.)

/11 I I

National and
nstitutions

scent black' enrollment b

,411.1 , ' Two Four
\Institutions Year Year

/
7.4 6.7 11.0

14,1 8.,.9 24.2

,Naton4,

South

97.2

'98,2

SoUth Excluding
E rollment in
lack Colleges 5.4 /3.5

National and Southern percent black enrollment/ in put11c
four year colleg s' by selectivity /of institutions

1

Low. / Medium High

%

National

nth

17.9

.Excluding
r llment j4

Bladk Colleges 7 5(,.9

e ,too mall to .1;1,=.included)\

Data suppli d bYjthe C operati.ve Institutional Research
Program of he/Anieri n Couneil on Educati and the University ,

j of ,California-"at L Angeles, based on their annual survey/of.
freshmen. Dfa on Southerp/institutions cover :44,457 students

comiiiled b be- Southern Education,Foun d tiori. / \
in 89 institutions in twelve ,states. Tab s''-and comparisons / 1//

it ,/ " 1 --) ,-

8 0 /
. ' / i



.4

INCOME. DISTRIBUTLON
/r.

ENTIrRING SOUTHERN COLLEGES FALL 1.974

St-k1d C OTIf T'.i111111V r'kC 0111C

Less .h an $1 2 ,

-Less. th
$ $ 3,999
$ 4,080 $- 5,999
$ 6,000,- . $!7,999
$ 8,000 9;999
$10,0013 - $12,49.9

WHITE,

d5.0 '
5.6

10.51°
14.7
20.5
43.6

4.

Students from Family., Income
More than $12,-500'

$12,500 $14,999
$15,000-, $19,999.
$20 000.- $24 0'910

A i"
$25,000 $29,999
$30,006,7t $34,... 9

$35,-000 -,$1C9 7,999.
$40,000 9,000
Over 1 -50'

30.6 20.6
32.4 24.5'.
16.0 .19.7'

8.5 /11.0
-., 5.0 7.5

, 2.7 5.0- ,

' 2 4.4 '.

2 3 7.3
110(.0 100.0

.. /

Source: Data from FACE an .Ual survey of entering Freshmen made--
ailable to hern. Education Foulidation.
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TABLE 3'

' (1).
. ,

STUDENT ENROLLMENT AT PUBLIC HIGHER ED CATION INSTITUTIONSSTUDENT
/IN EIGHT ADAMS STATES BY RACE, LL 1974

STATE
I'l

.

,
.

Percent Blacks in
College Age Popula-
tion (18' -24) I970
Census

Black Pei-cent of
Enrollment in
All 4=Tbar.
Public Institu-
tions,
FT .17T

41);

.

Bladk Percent
of Enrollment
in 4-Year
/Predominantly
White
Institution'g

'

Black Percent
Ot Enrollment
in All 2-Yearc
Public Institu-
tions, FT 6 PT,.

.

81 ck Percent
of GcadUate
'St dents
All Publ.ic
Ins itutions

F

w
in

'1

PT

Blpck
of Profes-
sional
dents
Predominantly
White
Institutions

FT

Percent

Stu-
in

P'%

ARKANSAS '/17.9/
, 12..4% . 7.2% , n/a 2.17 8,5% IV,' 6,0%

FLORIDA 1/. 6:L / 9:0:. 4.5%
9:3(2)

6.0% 10.5% 7:2% 6.9%/ -...,

l'ORGIA- '.25.2)!, -113 % 7.4% .-112.E% 8.6% 15.7% .3..9% 21.0'4

MARYLAND
(2)/

18.4%

/-

C,? ,,

), .8..(/

(2)'

.7.7%

r
( 2)

. 17.4%
-2)

12.1%
4-2)

16.6%
( 2

1.5%
(2)

1.2%

NORTH CAROLINA
' 22.9 ..-----173 '9%.--- - 7.3%

(2)

17.8A. '',(1.0%

.

11.3%
\ 1-3

6:4%'
(3)

0%

OKLAHOMA //,": 6.044
' 4.3%

(',2)

6.5% 3.2 %' 5.(:3% l',0% 9.0%
7, (4)

PENNSYLVANIA / 9.0% 5'.1% .4.5% 12.4% 5.6% .5,..4 5.9% (3%_____

IRGINIA
, 17-.0% -

(0,
15.7% 4.1% 11.rA

. , (31

.."2.E:04

(3)

6.5% 3;6% 0%'

-4

noted, per entages arc based on inforwition contained,in MI/1E0m 6S-10,
. .

Report of'Instibutions of Hihhor Education, Student Enrollment SurHey, Fall 1974.
/ FT means, full -time .enrollment; PT means part-time enrollment.

2) '.Data o()tained froM. 1974 SLI-Annual Reppet from sta'te officials.
.,,

.
. .

. . - . -. .- .
.

. , .

.
. .

.(3) Onlypne predoMinantly :Lack institution. in the Adams states offeri profdssional. training,
the North. CarolinaCentralUniversity"Law School:- If -this instikution is incLuded in the
state figures, the.tOtals are 15.31 full-time and part-time-black enroilmedt in
professionaischoolS.

eeause Pennsylvbnid's state plan includes only the "state-Cwried" institutions, and because
08 -10 rorms are not available fob alloState institutions,' the .data for t'r.is st;:.te:7n1ve been '

-instktutions, (Penn. StaLe,Upriversity,;Temple Uni rsi- -ihcolo ;University, andthe. University

coPpiled fiom a .combination of the two sources. They include' figures.lor:the 4 'State.'relatea"

of Pittsburgh). rrey d6 not include iyurep.for th 13 "sate-aided"n'stitetion's, asOata were
niiavailable. The two year college datahre based on information in95-ii"forms from 12 of 13
'stlh institutions; .

.

-(5) One instita..ton, V.

of fill -time from
.

c

r-4lnin State College, did not tcport undergraduateS separately from graduates
rt-ti:me students;'



pendli B

Participat4 n oi~ Blacks

in Federal an,(1';State 5ittdent Programs

4

. -'vi,
,

1, 'For-a ,rco detailed look ,at how students finance college,

the ACE Freshman Survey data frOm Southern states for 1974 were
,

n
,..

broken, do ;/ Oikk and white studnts, 4 by those' above and
, . i

,

4below a family incemeof $12,500. Table 1 shows the percent of
, 1

each of the groups,,,_ amengentering--fib'shmen in Southern colleges
.

...

oin 1974, which receives various categories of aid. In.comprison

75

to the poorer white students,.ithe poorer black tIrdents!were far

move Concened about finncing colfege, received' ,less family
0, ,

supPort, more federal aid, about the--state
.,

.

...

,..
local and nrivte ai-d'. Note.-that-the two groups nre not strictly

,
-,,

; ,

coMnal'Ole, as tere iS.,a concentration at-the lower income,, levels
It.

. v.. CI

. r i'. 6

ameng the'black,St ts.
,

,

'A special nalyiSsit Georgia; 'summarized in Tables 2 and 3,

shows again how depend, lit black studePtsin public Tcol.leges lire

on BC scistft.nc0. Notethat the stateS'STG girant5 were

ava lab irt.11973-7

o.
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. -
COMPARATIVE SOilftdIIS OF SIJP1)0Ry FOR iNITRI Nr, MILL - TTNIF, FRI:SIP4F-N

3

TABLE 1 .0v
J

Fa,11' 1974
Will tut ions' ti4erni

-p

4: Perclt 'of Pei-tent of Pe-rcent of - Pefeen t, of
. , k.,

Black Stud e)lts White Students . Hack. S-cudents, White Stuclen
Lo'ller In ome Lover.:Ineome,,: 'Higher In.corie Hillher Ingo

I . ',.., :,

1. `Conce rn ,about
f college,.

No
-Sore
Major

.

. Fauri l y Spifort

17.'7
47:3,. ,

35.0.

one 36. 0
$1-$99.9, 5,2,9
Over $1,000 10.

I,
. .

3. BOas :0

.

\ -46:0 53.3-
` 53.3 44.3 40.

19.6 z 1:5:7 6.5

.

None.- s 211. . 63.3
$1-$49 17:4 , - 1 '' 15.0
$5 -$999 40.(3-.. . . 16.0

er $;;1,000 4-21.5 -., °,.' , S.7
..,..

23.9

25:4

10.1 7. 2
40.4 31.4
49:: S 61.6

67.6 .' ..,- 90;5 ..
1204. -, 5. Z ,,,P
.90 2:5 ''' '

1`.0.9 - 1.7 ;. ... :

'None . :91:T
. .74.2 92.. : 98.5

S11$499 13.9 4.0 . , 4.0' 0%8
0O-$;099 8 '9_.

. 2 ..7 , ;2..9 't 0.4
Ox, 1.006 2 2.5 :,

..
,, '1.0 -; 1,4 , :3

-N, , . -

.
,.-.:

...
-.. ., .. a. iN ;-:,,

, .

None - . ;50., 2 . -
. $1 ..$4:99.'. -, .' (25 .-5
$500 =$999 20.820.8,
Ove/r\ $4 ,.000. -3.5 :

.

t
'''

7,8,8 7.8..0 . 93.9
1.8 8.7 . . 3.5,.

6' 10.0 "2.S. . .3.3 .4
. ..? . .

.k. ". #) %. . t. to, .:t. . . . ,,, ...

. None, , , ' 8P . 0 ' .; t. .
1 ,- .

. ,

87..2 - 9-2.6
$1 - $499 .-t, 9;4 . -4.,. 44-, (i 3:9
$500,54)9,9 '4 .6.1 ,,,, 4,, .--

0.Y9.1-.$1,SAM ', t -4:5 4.. .,,,,....2 .
' 1C.:6 ':. A

; i 4 &
... o 4 ' ...

s
*\ , , i '' 5

.
,

, .: -,. ,,, , .4, . .
,.% i, v., 1.. ,... .. 'N /1: . -,,

et- !.. --...- . . - , . .
8+ .

. ..
. .

T miter, i rtrAmph."-lfrmi 1 In:. c 111 4.n grintn ttl1rlai4 "111 CAA



TABLE 1-

COMPARATIVTf SOURCES OF,SUPPORT-TOR EWERING FULLTNE vai!;IIN

Fall , 1974
A -1-w:t 1111t LOT1S tin vie I've c.)'tiz-lieril States

Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
Black, Students White Students . Student s WIAte Studen
LoOer Income Lower Income, Lkpme 1nco

1 . stonc rn , abo t
financ 'ins' col ege

No 7 27.1'
47.3. 53.3

,Major , 35. 19.6

. Fairli 1 y. Support

None
$1"-$959
Over. $1,000

ROCS.

Nene.
4499-----

-$50,0-<-$9p9
,41ter ;000

4. SEOGs

-None
SI- $499,
500- $999

,$ 1,000
2.

None
$ 1

$500- $999
0 v e $ 1 ,000

6. State Grants' .

Net

$.1, $499

$500- $999,
Over $1 .000

36.54'

52.9
10.7

21,1
17.4
'40.0

21.5,

74.2
13.9

2.5

23.0
51:67
25.4

63.3
35.0
16.p
5.7

92.3
4.0
2.7
1.0

25.5
20.8
3.5 "1

80.0
9.4
6.1
4.5

0".

40.0
44.3
15.7.

10.1
40.4
49.5

'67.6'

12.4
9.0

10-9

53.3
40.2
6.5

7.2
31.4
61.6

9P)

5.2
2.5
1.7

91:7N 98.5
4.0 0.8
2.9 0.4
1.4 .3

9.6
5.7
4, .2

8.7
10.0
3.3

87..2

5

93.9
3.5
2.3
,4

Lower i nromp= fami 1 i Pc with nirnnip imfiror qt 1 7 qnn 84



1. Local or
) ivatv c'irants

None
$1 -$4199
$-500-$999
Over ,$1,000

A. 1:(1,SL.

-80.0
10.0

4.5

87.2
9.5
4.3

77

92.6
8.2
3.3
43.1

Non.6 84..8, 90.8 87..1 94.7 (11'

S 9 5:9 2.9 2.0 1

$500.$999 4.5 2.8 2.6 1.1
Over $1,000 4.9 8.3 3.2

9. .NDSL

None
. $1- 5499

$500- $999
Over $1,000,

, 10. Part-jime
Emp_lovment

None
$1.-.$ SOO
$500 $99.9
Over $1,0.00

G .1 . Benefits
Rqrsonal

None 9,6.1 ;
Some 3.9

59.0
3? .S

.:Sacial Security
Benefits-,

None
$1,--$499
Over $500

82.2
13.0
4.8

35.4
1-4.8
15.5.

, 4.'

97.0
3.1

86.3
-4.0
6.0
3.7

54.0

1.9

98.;5- 99.1
1.5 .9

82.9 93.9
8.5' .4.2
8.5 1.-9

9s.6
2.01.

'It 2.5

SourFe: 1)ata;prov1,1( 1 1)) the Coope.ra tive' Institutio,pal Research
-Prop[ram, ACE/UCLA, fro v .for l re'stiman. Norris 1974.--

85
'1



0

T
A

B
L

E
 2

Is
E

ar
a-

-7
:7

R
E

C
E

nT
Sd

T

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s

%
r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t

A
1
1

A
w

ar
ds

3
e
e
r
g
i
a

/
/

S
t
a
t
e

;
e
o
r
;
L
a
/
/

:
e
c
h
.

-
 
,
n
 
i
v
 
r
s
i
t
y

S
f
/
G
e
o
r
3
-
i
a

/
-

/

l
e
g
e

-l
ac

k
4
-
y
e
a
r
-

2
6
1
 
l
e
z
e
s

Jh
it 

e 
4
-
y
a

2
0
1
1
e
z
e
s
_

-

c/
.. 

A
ll 

ri
on

ar
s

ri
eG

s-
R
e
g
e
n
t
s
,

S
c
h
o
l
a
r
s
h
i
p
s

$
.

2
1
.
9

.

1
7
.
7

'
6
7
.
4

7
2
.
4
.

2
2
.
7

2
6
.
7

1
1
.
3

-

1
1
.
5

.
)

/2
,4

'
.

3.
--

T
h
l
.
 
.
-
.
3

.
-
;
"

3
.
1

.

-
,
.
3

3
.
4

-
 
1
.
0

2
 
.
3

2
5
.
2

.
'
N
,

n
/
 
a

\

, n
/
a

.
.

7
.
4

1
4
.
 
0

1
3
.

X
3
,
4

4

7
6
.
2

3
5
.
3

3
3
.
.
7

.

n
/
a

9
3
.
3

,

.

0
.

-
0
.
,

,
-
,

,

/
-
- \

1
C
,
'
)
.

1
G
a
:

'
9
7
.
3

?
3
.
9

,
9
2
.
 
C

2
1
.
 
?

.

0
/

.
,
_

_

-

1
1
.
0

,
.
,
.
,

4
-
5
-
.
?
,

5
1
i
.
 
5

?7
.4

,
1
0
.
 
2

5.
E

-
5
.
.
°
,

.

2
2
.
9

- t
,

5
 
.
6

'
:
,
.
5
.
 
2

)

1
5
.
5

3
1
%
6

7

c
(
1

,
 
.
 
_

1
G
.



TABLE 3
79

PARTICI!' 'T10.I I ri-STUDI NT Al 0 -1'1;00RA!'S RA(;I /Oa TYI'L 0.1 AID

dua t on 01 Opno r tun i ty.
Gran t

1 . c L0 ( at ono 1.
Op ,.1i1 r tu n t y (,rams

2. Su ;,p1 n

i CFti ) 0T4)0 4

tan i ty OCo.n ts

Stif;TOT-ALS

0 r Grants a ird
Sakci1o.i-sit1 ( no

p(,,yr,en tri.red

Scho1arsh p 0rn d

Loons ( repztvipht iii
cash or,,,savv;(c requirea

310,0u;)
73.1

903 ,670
71 .6

Dot r orF:
White 'Other' t al

)
110 /ON

26.7 0.2

27.0

1,-03,23 4C 1,101; /
72.0 ' 27.6'

,

1 ,(132,69? 1,738,556
. 36.9 .' .62.2

g'`,401,.,;/712
-31.4

3.55 ,09
6,1.5. Of

6129
0.,5

737,9
0/1

25,229
0.-9

137,016
100.0

1,.262,664
100.'0

1 ,699, 7/0

7,7-96 ( 77
160.0

71,139 10,-C27,9*2
0.6 100:0

St nth- H t p 10 t ,22.)1,72'2 3 ,967 ,1 3 1

C4', d ud te t.s s Lai) t- ( 173,05 ?,623,477 , 7
sill vs

TOTALS

91

) , 667 6 , ;I 5 , 35'5 19J

2 ,106
O. 1

6 ,054
2,6

1 ,907
0.8

n

, '051
)00.

2 872 , 589
100.0

100,

* rr.c11.1(ta s Arra H can. I , Crien t01 , n n Inc, d: s

Unpublished' data compilcd 'by the Southern Education Fobndat on\
from state institution reports to the Georgia

,

Calculatedifdr the Southezn Education Fobndation frouLda.ta in-institution*
reports provide the`Georgrii State Orrice of Student Aj.d.
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Appendix C

Public College Tuition Charges

Higher education finance discussions frequently revolve

around the merits of the traditional policy of maintaining
.

low-

tuition public inSAltutions, and the effect of such a broad.

publ:Lcsubsidy.

The na,I144AStaverage tuition and fee charge is now well over
.4

$400 at tour-year public colleges., Total resident student. charges

average over 2,000. Southern public .institutions radition4 ly

/have, kept tu tion charges somewhat lower than other` regions. Table

.i,indicateS.that majtr Southern universities charge 95 percent as

much as the national. average, and that. in other four-year Southern
0 '

public
.

colleges tuition and fees are .85 percent of the, national

figure. Table 2, hOwever, shows that.while tuition and fees are
( .

,, ,

,

somewhat ,lower, for a large group of. Southern public,institutcions.

tudent charges Are not significantly less than the,'

OAS

.-----

,,Tables through 6 il-16sti*p some long-term. changes in,tuition
,,,. .

. . I,
charges', di f nces by. type of institution, comparisons with

,., .

, .

,per capita "nc me chan%eS-,'and tuition as a percent of expenditures
.

.
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,bTABLE 1

Average annual tuition and required fees for resident and
non-resident students in public institutions, 1973-74

)4,

State Major State University
Resn lent Non-Resident

Other Public
4-Year Institutions

Resident Non-ReAdent

Pub nig,

2.Yeaf
Institution's

United
t,

States... ,

SREB States
South as a Per-

$520
495 .

,

$1,336
1,234

$489
415

. $1,238
1,,013

$240
214

cent of U.S... .95.2 92.4 ids 81:8 89.2
.

.
j;

Alabama..;..
,,
_ 0 F 0 510 1,020 454 541 20'4

Arkansas 400 930 405 800 98
Florida

',
Georgia

570

539

,,\,, 1,620

1,259

570

410

1,620

951

450

285
Kentucky 480 1,210 420 950 ' 390
Louisiana... .... 320 950 315 932 141

Maryland . , .--;--698 1,698 565' 1,035 :300

Mississippi 516 1,11fi 400 1,000 168
'14`21`.North Carolina 439 1,997 440 1,899 ;

South Carolina 570 1,280 485i ,015 225.

Tennessee 399 1,209 368 1,178 * 1'95

Texas 78 1,458 .276 1,356 12d

Virginia 622 r 1,447 _ 590 1,190 225
West Virkinia 310 ' 1,140 26 . 1,010 , 270

SOURCES: National Association of State 'Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, 1973-74 Stu-
dent Charges at Stale and Land-Grant Cuirersilien'American 'Association of State

. leges and Universities. S udent ('harge., 1973-74 Arneridan Association of

. ,unity an6 Junior Colic es, 197; Cr unity and Junior College Discc!ory:
for 2-year instit ions fro rojections of Educational Statistics ; ,

. . 1
.

Soufce: So iional Education Board .Fact Book
Education in the South 173 and

1981-

on Hi h
tlanta, .1 9 7 4)

89'



82

4

.a Regional Comparison 'of Student. Charges

1g74-75

, New England Middle Atlantic Southeast lidwest
(6)4'0 (14)'

Tuition d Fees

Regident 765 $ °j./4 '484 613, 460
reside 739 .1,737 1,2,12 ..*" 1,640 1.378

West

Total Carnes

Resident' 233 09

;:ion- "resident . 3,390. 3, 06

-* DenOtes number of institutions. i

0

$ 1,5,53 $11;765 $'1',56f

-21331 2,6f)4 2,580,

sdutt e °.rationaT' ASsociastion of State Univ rsities and Land Grant
Colleges, '1974-75 Student Charges. ('a

if .

sed on 121 .Menber
institutions) . . ,,,

f

9 0
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R3

/
TABLE 3.

I1

Loig -Term Trend in Charges for.iTuition and Fees

Stye Universities and' Land Grant' Colleges

REM1T NOY-RESIDENT

INCREASE INCREASE j AMOUNT
S.

INCREA INCREASE

195546 $ j11.00 '734.0.0

1966-67 333.00 22.00 7.07% 782.60
1967-68 351.00 18.50 5.56 850..00
1968-69 8.50 2.42 905.00
1969 -70. 4430.00 1 70.00 19.44 966,00
1970,-71 452.00 22.55 5.23 1,106.00

19.71-72 482.0!a 29.50 6,52 1,260.00

1972-73" 517.00 a't 35.50 7.37 1,319.50

1973-74 520.00 2'.50 .48 1,336..00

.1974-75 ",531.00 11.00 2.11 1,378.25

TOTALS 2231.00 70.7370.

YEAR*, AMOUNT

ft,

1969-70 $ 1 ,?97.00
1,970-71 1,376..00
1971-72. 1,411.00
1972..73 1,467.00
1973-74%, 1 514.00
t974-75 1,666.50

TOTALS

Long-Terra Trend In Total

RESI,DET.j't

$

INCREfiSE INCREASE

$
79.00 6,09%
.35400 2.54
56,00' 5.96
47.00\ 3.20

152.50 10.07

369.50 28,48%
ti ,

ti

Charges

$ 1,910.00
2,019.00
2,24.1.00
2,233.00
'2,443.00
2,654,50

$
48.00 6.54%
68.00 11. /0

..55.00 6,47

1V.f. COS' 194,..4t
154.00. 13.92
55.00 4.72
,16.50 '1.25
42;25 . 3.16

$ 644.25. 87.78%

NON-RESDET

4
INCREASE" TNCREASE.

109.00 5.71
222.00 10.99
87.00 88.'

115.0,0 4.93
211./50 .8.65

$ 744.50. 33.97%

Source: National Association of State Universities and Land' Grant

Colleges. 1974-15 Student Char Fs (Washington, 1974)

91
, ',ear .
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1973\-74
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E

SID
E

N
T

Public

T
uition

R
oom

'

T
ype pf

:and
atril

'
O

ther
Institution

';Fees
B

oark
-E

xpenses
--..

tynivers'ities,
R

esearch U
niv;

R
esearch U

niv. II
O

t
r doctoral-

'.
gr

ting U
niv.

O
ther do

ral-'
"''gran

g

prehe si e U
riiV

ersit-
ie

a
C

opeges

t$627
-

496

$1,206,0
-$679

,.
'1,108

687
-

,

v-,558'
,

1,130
682

485
1,083'

726

C
cqnpr hensiire U

ni14.
.

an
lleges I

,
411-

.
.986

674

C
oinprehen

ve U
niv.

,
,.

and C
ges II`

412
964

739

L
iberal A

rts C
ol

eges

L
iberal A

rts _C
oll'.

I
.

L
iberal A

rts C
oll. II

420
e
.

T
w

o-Y
ear 'Institutions

'302
1,005

627

1,165

-' T
otal

B
udget

T
uition

and
,'\

Fees
'

\

/

'$2,512 .
.-$3,050

2,291
2,580

2,370
1,9 6,

2,294
2,350

, -2,071-
2,015

-

:
.,1i5

1;740

,

2,510

2;;484.
1,728

1,,934
1;382,

Private

R
oom

and
O

ther
T

otal-
B

oard
'E

xpenses
1.udget

,

\
\_

$1,475
$514

1,3'1\2
654

l,1951i`\
602

1,279!
\

707

$5,039'

4,546

753

1,165-'"
640

,
1,067,

3,, 820?

686:

1,182
519

51$-

1,085
A

SO

4,211

3,,270

2',897

+
T

hei*are only tw
o nL

blic insti
tions in this

category.
4

(
'

Source:'
C

ai\-hgie C
om

m
ission on H

igher
E

ducatiofi quition
B

erkeley, A
pril 1974)
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TABLE 5

AVKAAGE ANNUAL C~ OSS TU1'11014' AN) RC:i. I) FEES,

AN;) PER-C 1TA 0ISVG3ABLE pxs,JAL 1.Ncu;E:,
7

PO31.1C AN PRIVATE COLLEGES umVs,XsirlEs

7
1929-30 TO 1973-74 (I: NSTAn 9ULLARS)

fis

Public' Tuition , 'Private Tuition .

.Annual
,.Average

ka,te of

Year Ainou "tt Ch t.7
K--"7

1929-30

1933-34

1957-3J

1:;41-42

1945-46

1949-50

1953-54

1957-58

1961-62

1965-66

1969-70

1973-74

1929-30
to 1973-74

Per-Cm:Rita. Income

AarmaV Ratio,

. Avcrtzc '1'riva6).

.;?ate of To Public

Aaount Tuitiot: Alouh't

$125 /

1'65

164 7'

7.2'

-0.2.

$447

575

335

Id.:---- 6.6 540,

42 1.0' 486

247 11.1 579

173' -8,5 578

190- 2.4. 683

215. 3.1 884

251 3.9 1,090

283 3.0 1,341.

305 1.9 1,514

2.0

- \

3.6. $1,182,

'6.5 3 923

-1.7

0.2 - 3,2

-2.6 3.0

4.5 -2.3'

3,3

4.3 .3.6

6.7 ' . 4.1

5.4, 4.3

5.3' 4.7
A

'3.1

Annual
AvCrage
Rate of
Chancre

-6.0

1,14u
7

1,504
.

'
7.0

.1,624 1.9

1097
r.

1,720 1.9

183C

1,940

Z,.2:37.

65.

5.0 2 923

1.4

4.2

.4

28 2.1

Sources CarnegieCpuncil on Higher-Education, Tuition (Berkeley, April

1974)
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REVE:CuE.

6-1
AS /-ERCENT JUE OF EbbCATIO.JAL EXPONDITURES,

BY STAT 1U' TYPE OF INSTI<t LION,

PUL1LIC INST1 rumms, 'u. S., 71-72+

TABLE 6/

UI ION AND OTHER REQUIRED FEES.
e

" .-----
'0

Comprehensive LiberalN.
/

. Arts, Universities - Wo-Yearz"
it

te Unimtrsitics and Colleges Collcics_ lnaIltltionP

l:

Arkans

,.

22.7 (1).

22.1% (2)!'

, .

30.3' (B): ' 622.7 (3)

19.8% (9) '25.4'4 (1) 21.2% (14)

0

--floridl . 15.4',' (2) -21.7 (5) r;---2R.2 1-(24)
.101

Georgia, .1.6.4 ' (3) 27.7 12 '30.2 (9)
Kentucky. 17.3 (2) 16,1 "., (3) 39.0 (1)

-Louslane 23.6 ZCI, 19,2 (11) 11.4 (G)

:aryland 32.6 ,(J) 20.5 '., (6) 20.1
, <1) ' 21.3 (12)/

/'gississippi

No7th Carolinia ,

28.L '(4) . 28.0 , 15.2 (15)

14. 1.
,

(2) 20:0 (1)23:4 (9) 7,n (34)

CINIahoma 26.a (2): 31,01r. (9) 22.0
: (1). 27.1 -(14),

Pennsy-lvania -32,8 : (3) 36.1' : (11) 37.0 (20)-
, -,

South:Carollna 19.0' . (2) A. 16.2; .(3),. 37:6 .(3) '24,0' '(?.2)"'

Annessee 30.0 (0/ .(9) .:14A (8)

Texas -' 1 8.0 (7) 14.3. (12) .- 17.7 . (44)/ .

Virginia
// j 32.1 (8) 51.5 (1) 21.0 (19)-.

/
,-------Wes': '!ii'.i.j n.7 5.° i (9) 23.1 (5):

urce: Carn
-1974

Higher Education, Tuition (Berkeley, April

Numbers ijpriblIthoses

repqr-tAnt;.'.

)T3

resent number of institutions
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